On the acceptability and status of grammatical features of Hong Kong English: perceptions from local undergraduates in Hong Kong. by Ting, Sum Pok. & Chinese University of Hong Kong Graduate School. Division of English.
On the Acceptability and Status of Grammatical Features of Hong Kong English: 
Perceptions from Local Undergraduates in Hong Kong 
TINQ Sum Pok 
A Thesis Submitted in Partial Fulfilment 
of the Requirements for the Degree of 
Master of Philosophy 
in 
English (Applied English Linguistics) 
The Chinese University of Hong Kong 
August 2011 
Thesis/Assessment Committee 
Professor Gwendolyn Gong (Chair) 
Professor Carmen Lee (Thesis Supervisor) 
Professor Jette Hansen Edwards (Committee Member) 
Professor Alice Chan (External Examiner) 
i 
Abstract 
The present study aims at exploring local Hong Kong university undergraduates' 
acceptability towards some grammatical features of Hong Kong English (HKE) which 
have been recognised in previous research. Existing research has given extensive 
attention to the phonology of HKE. The grammatical aspect of HKE, especially 
attitudes towards local grammatical features, however, remains relatively unexplored in 
the literature to date. Therefore, this study intends to contribute to current understanding 
of HKE and provides further evidence to the discussion of the status of HKE. 
A mixed-method approach was employed in the present study. 11 grammatical 
features of HKE that have been recognised in previous studies were selected for this study. 
Acceptability surveys were collected from 52 undergraduate students in Hong Kong, in 
order to elicit information about the degree of acceptability of the grammatical features 
listed in the survey questionnaire. 10 selected participants were then invited to 
participate in one-to-one semi-structured interviews. The interviews, which became the 
core data for the present study, explored the factors affecting the participants' acceptance 
for the grammatical features, and their conception about HKE as an autonomous variety. 
The findings reveal that the grammatical features selected for this study are by far 
not accepted by the participants. Meanwhile, grammaticality of the features was not the 
sole factor that affected their acceptability. Participants also considered factors related 
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to the intelligibility of the expression, their experience of learning and using English, and 
their perception about the users of the features. These factors are often inter-related and 
work simultaneously in shaping the acceptability of the grammatical features. 
The present study also found that the participants to a large extent were not ready 
to acknowledge HKE as an autonomous variety of English. One major reason given was 
the lack of regular everyday use of English in Hong Kong. The large linguistic variation 
among speakers of English in Hong Kong also contributed to the participants' incertitude 
about the need for HKE as a variety, and whether Hong Kong has the condition to do so. 
Crucially, the participants did not think the local Hong Kong people claim ownership over 
English, thus, there is no reason for them to develop an autonomous variety of English. 
Besides contributing to the debate about the status of HKE, the present study has 
also identified directions for future research. One unexpected issue revealed is that 
linguistic identity is often constructed through people's acceptability of a local variety of 
English. Another new direction is the development of HKE in computer-mediated 
communication, as suggested by the participants' high acceptability towards the 
grammatical features appearing in computer-mediated interaction. These two areas of 
research not only help better understand the status of HKE, they also contribute to various 
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Chapter One Introduction 
1.1 Background of the Present Study 
In 2006, Graddol predicted that English will soon halt to be a foreign language, as 
English users around the world far outnumber the people who speak English as their first 
language. Graddol (2006) also maintained that English will take root in the many places 
in which it is used, and develop its own set of local features. Graddol's remark is 
congruent with the idea advocated by the field of World Englishes that different varieties 
of English will develop in different places where English is spoken. However, 
recognising a non-native variety of English as an autonomous variety is never an easy 
task. Crystal (2010) pointed out that the public generally believed that changes in a 
language must denote "deterioration and decay," and “any deviations from traditional 
norms" become “an immediate focus of attack" by the conservative members in the 
society (p.4-5). Therefore, local English features are not always well-received and 
accepted by their users as they differ from the traditional norms, for instance, standard 
English. 
Non-native varieties of English which have successfully become autonomous, 
such as Singaporean English and Indian English, are however good examples to show that 
people do accept their distinct local features. This indicates that, apart from complying 
to standard English, there are other factors that drive people to accept the local features. 
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Indeed, in the aspect of grammar, Chomsky (1965) already noted about half a decade ago 
that "grammaticalness is only one of many factors that interact to determine 
acceptability" (p. 11). Therefore, the degree of grammaticalness does not necessarily 
coincide with the degree of acceptability (Chomsky, 1965). It is this idea that has 
inspired the present study. 
1.2 Purpose of the Present Study 
In the context of Hong Kong, whether Hong Kong English (HKE) is an 
autonomous variety has received considerable attention from academia, especially in the 
area of sociolinguistics (see Chapter 2). One of the issues concerned is whether local 
people from Hong Kong acknowledge local features of English as distinct features of 
their own. In this thesis, the expression “local Hong Kong people" refers to Chinese 
people who were bom and live in Hong Kong, and speak Cantonese as their first language. 
In addition, for the sake of convenience, the term HKE is adopted in this thesis to broadly 
refer to the English that is used by the locals in Hong Kong. Yet, the use of this term 
does not purpose to affirm that HKE is already an independent variety. The debate 
about HKE as an autonomous variety will be further discussed in Chapter 2. 
As local people's acceptance towards local features is decisive for HKE to become 
autonomous, the present study aims to explore the extent to which local Hong Kong 
people accept features of HKE which have been recognised in previous research. 
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Among the various aspects of language, I focus on grammatical features in the present 
study. I opt for grammatical features because much of the published literature to date 
focuses broadly on attitudes towards HKE as a broad notion or on the phonological 
features of HKE (see more detailed review in Chapter 2), the community's perception 
about grammatical features of HKE is rarely explored. Therefore, this study intends to 
offer a new perspective to existing understanding of HKE. In particular, the present 
study focuses on local undergraduate students' perceptions as they are more mature 
learners of English, with considerable exposure to English at least in their school life. 
They are expected to have the English competence to complete the survey in my study. 
1.3 Research Questions of the Present Study 
To fulfil the purpose of the present study, four research questions are posed: 
1. To what extent do local undergraduates in Hong Kong accept local grammatical 
features of English? 
2. What are the factors affecting their acceptability? 
3. To what extent do they accept the features as features of HKE and not common 
errors among local Hong Kong people? 
4. In which stage is HKE in becoming an autonomous variety? 
The first research question aims to find out how the participants accept the 
presence of local grammatical features of English. The participants for the present study 
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were asked to complete an acceptability survey by rating the acceptability of a set of 
features that are considered as features of HKE in previous research. The survey data 
enable me to understand whether there are any particular contexts in which the targeted 
features are unacceptable, or any contexts in which the targeted features are more 
acceptable. 
As mentioned previously, grammaticalness is not the sole factor that affects 
acceptability. The second research question thus explores the reasons behind the 
participants' acceptance for the local features. Prior research has identified that 
intelligibility, social prestige and stigma, and people's past experience and somatic 
markers affect the acceptability of the local non-standard features (see section 2.5 in 
Chapter 2). I intend to investigate that, in addition to these three factors, what factors 
people would consider in deciding to accept or not to accept certain local features of 
English. 
The third research question investigates the participants' willingness in 
acknowledging local features of HKE. B. Kachru (1983) remarked that a non-native 
variety becomes autonomous when it is socially accepted as the norm (see section 2.2.1 in 
Chapter 2). That is to say, members of the community will not see the local features as 
errors but accept them as distinct features of their own variety. Therefore, affiliation or 
hostility towards the targeted features will be useful indicators for their readiness to 
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accept HKE as an autonomous variety. 
Finally, bringing together findings from the first three research questions, and 
following Schneider's dynamic model on post-colonial English (see section 2.2.2 in 
Chapter 2), the fourth research question intends to rethink the status of HKE. Schneider 
(2003,2007) has proposed a five-stage model to describe the evolution of post-colonial 
varieties of English. The five stages are Foundation, Exonormative Stabilisation, 
Nativisation, Endonormative Stabilisation, and Differentiation. Schneider maintained 
that HKE is in the third stage of his model with traces of the second stage. I intend to 
contribute to the debate of the status of HKE by discussing whether the findings from the 
present study conform to Schneider's observation. 
1.4 Significance of the Present Study 
The present study is expected to better understand local people's perception of 
HKE. As previously mentioned, there is an ongoing debate about the status of HKE. 
Nonetheless, as I will point out in Chapter 2, much of the past research studies collected 
data from observation or questionnaires only. Therefore, by eliciting qualitative data 
through interviews, the present study can gather more information from an insider 
perspective, thus providing further empirical evidence to the current debate. 
In addition, by identifying the factors that may affect the acceptability of the local 
features and HKE, the present study can help educators to explore ways that can 
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potentially enhance students' awareness to different varieties of English through the 
school curriculum (see Chapter 6). 
1.5 Organisation of the Thesis 
This thesis is divided into six chapters. In this chapter, I have pointed out that the 
status of HKE as an autonomous variety has been the subject of ongoing debate. The 
purpose of the present study is to provide more evidence, and opens up further questions, 
to the current debate. To fulfil such purposes, four research questions have been spelt 
out in the previous subsection. 
In Chapter 2,1 outline the theoretical perspectives that inspire the present study. 
A body of literature which examines issues of World Englishes is reviewed. In particular, 
I include B. Kachru's and Schneider's models on the development of non-native varieties 
of English into autonomous varieties. Factors affecting the acceptability of the features 
in a variety of English and studies contributing to the debate of the status of HKE are also 
discussed. Finally, illustrations are given to the grammatical features of HKE that are 
targeted in the present study. 
In Chapter 3,1 introduce the methodology for the present study. The present 
study adopts a sequential explanatory mixed-method design. There were two stages of 
data collection and analysis - in the first stage, quantitative data were collected through 
acceptability surveys; in the second stage, qualitative data were collected through 
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in-depth semi-structured interviews. The design of the two instruments, the process of 
data collection and analysis, and the criteria for choosing the participants are also 
described in this chapter. 
Chapters 4 and 5 are the two chapters which discuss key findings of the present 
study. Chapter 4 addresses the first and the second research questions. I present 
findings on how the participants were accepting the targeted features. I also explain the 
factors affecting the participants' decisions in five aspects, which are concerned with the 
intelligibility of the expression, the participants' personal English learning experience, the 
participants' everyday exposure to English, and the participants' perception about the 
users of the features. Chapter 5 addresses the third and the fourth research questions. I 
delve into the participants' preferred varieties of English and their conception about HKE 
as an autonomous variety. I also examine the participants' recognition of the targeted 
features as features of HKE. All these data help ascertain the current status of HKE. I 
elaborate the findings in these two chapters with reference to the theoretical notions 
discussed in Chapter 2. 
In Chapter 6, the concluding chapter, I revisit the four research questions. I also 
identify and discuss the implications and the limitations of the present study. Finally, I 
offer suggestions for future research for a better understanding of the prospect of HKE as 
an autonomous variety. 
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Chapter Two Literature Review 
This chapter provides the theoretical framing for the present study, with an aim to 
understand the development of a non-native variety of English and the status of Hong 
Kong English (HKE). It starts with revisiting the notions of standard English and World 
Englishes. This is then followed by a discussion on models of new varieties of English 
and past studies on the status of HKE. As one aspect of determining the status of a new 
variety of English is the status of the non-standard features of the variety, this chapter 
then looks at how non-standard features can be accepted rather than being regarded as 
errors. Factors affecting people's acceptability of non-standard features are also outlined. 
The final part of this chapter reviews previous studies of attitudes towards English outside 
and inside the Hong Kong context, and the grammatical features on which the present 
study focuses. 
2.1 Standardisation of English and World Englishes 
2.1.1 Standardisation of English. 
Milroy and Milroy (1999) observed that "although the formal structures of 
languages... are not appropriate phenomena for value-judgments, speakers of language 
do attach values to particular words, grammatical structures and speech sounds" (p.ll, 
italics original). The public are generally partial to the standard usages of a language, 
and support standardising the language. English speakers are not an exception. Milroy 
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and Milroy (1990) stated that: 
standardisation aims to ensure fixed values for the counters in a system. 
In language, this means preventing variability in spelling and pronunciation 
by selecting fixed conventions uniquely regarded as "correct," establishing 
"correct" meanings of words...，uniquely acceptable word-forms... and 
fixed conventions of sentence structure, (p. 19, quotations original) 
This suggests that a “standardised” language should be composed only of pronunciation, 
vocabulary and grammar that are "correct." In other words, other features in the 
language that differ from these correct ones are incorrect and should be avoided. 
The emphasis on standardising English brings forth an idea that there is only one 
standard for English. Stressing on the correctness of using English, “the complaint 
tradition" emerges, where people see others' use of non-standard English features as 
"mis-use" of the language, "errors", and "faults" (Milroy & Milroy, 1999, p.30-31). 
These complaints are driven by three assumptions about English: 
1. That there is one, and only one, correct way of speaking and/or writing 
the English language. 
2. That deviations from this norm are illiteracies, or barbarisms, and that 
non-standard forms are irregular and perversely deviant. 
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3. That people ought to use the standard language and that it is quite right to 
discriminate against non-standard users, as such usage is a sign of 
stupidity, ignorance, perversity, moral degeneracy, etc. (Milroy & Milroy, 
1999, p.33, italics original) 
Therefore, the features in English that are chosen to be the standard ones are the only 
legitimate ones and are more superior than the non-standard others (Milroy & Milroy, 
1999). Indeed, this kind of non-linguists' belief about language is what Niedzielski and 
Preston (2000) defined as folk linguistics. Niedzielski and Preston (2000) argued that 
folk linguistics "is an integral part of the ethnography of a speech community," and 
therefore, research that relies on understanding such a community "will ‘need’ this 
information" (p.324, quotations original). 
According to Milroy and Milroy (1999), non-standard English features are 
stigmatised because of the possible confusion between grammaticality and acceptability. 
Although, as remarked in Chapter 1, grammaticality does not accord with acceptability, 
the public seems to have another thought. Milroy and Milroy (1999) contended that the 
so-called non-standard, ungrammatical features are indeed at the same time perceived to 
be socially unacceptable in formal contexts such as those in institutional settings. They 
have also become "stereotyped markers of social class and/or casual style" (p.69). In 
addition, users of the non-standard features are often thought to be ignorant and unwilling 
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to, or incompetent and cognitively deficient to acquire the "superior" norms of "correct" 
English (p.69). Such disapproval towards the non-standard features is indeed not related 
to grammatical reasons, but the negative perception of the contexts of use and the users of 
these features. 
2.1.2 World Englishes. 
While some believe in standardising English, as English has been spreading 
globally in the past four centuries, different local varieties of English have been emerging, 
especially in post-colonial Asia (Evans, 2009). Dewey and Jenkins (2010) commented 
that in the frequent intra- and international contacts, the kinds of English used are not the 
same as those of the native speakers, but "hybridized" versions developed to 
accommodate different speakers' specific needs in communication (p.79-80). A native 
speaker conventionally refers to a person who speaks English as their first language 
(Butcher, 2005). A native speaker's English is perceived to be of a "perfect" standard, 
and any violations against it are considered erroneous (Butcher, 2005, p. 15, quotations 
original). However, as remarked by Dewey and Jenkins (2010), because English is now 
used in contexts and needs that are different from those of the native speakers, there are 
varieties of English, and thus features of English, that differ from the traditionally 
perceived standard English. In view of these, the theoretical framework of World 
Englishes emerged. 
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The study of World Englishes highlights that there is no longer “one single base 
authority, prestige and normativity" for English (Mesthrie & Bhatt, 2008, p.3). The 
plural form "Englishes" emphasises the diversity, variations and creativity shown in the 
use of English in both Western and non-Western world (B. Kachru, 1992). The acronym 
of World Englishes "WE" further implies the "WE-ness" rather than a dichotomous 
relation between the native speakers and the non-native speakers (B. Kachru, 1992, p.2). 
Thus, traditional boundaries between prestigious and non-prestigious, between the 
so-called standard and non-standard features, and between the native and non-native 
features begin to break down. For example, non-native varieties of English, such as 
Indian English and Philippine English in Asia, and Nigerian English in Africa, should be 
respected and "considered in their own right" rather than being measured against native 
varieties of English (Jenkins, 2009a, p.25). 
2.1.3 Non-standard English as a kind of deficiency. 
Contrary to the view that there are different varieties of English, “difference” is 
also perceived as deficiency by some scholars, who believe that non-native varieties of 
English are simply interlanguage or a result of fossilisation (Jenkins, 2009a; Quirk, 1990; 
Selinker, 1972). Selinker (1972) defined interlanguage as an intermediate system which 
learners have to go through before reaching a native-competence of the target language 
and stabilises. In English, the native-competence usually refers to standard British or 
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standard American English (Jenkins, 2009a). But since it is rare for learners to achieve 
native-like competence, the stage where learners stop progressing towards the target 
language is called fossilisation (Selinker, 1972). In either case of interlanguage or 
fossilisation, the non-native varieties of English are regarded as a failure in acquiring 
English. They are perceived as “‘learner’ language characterised by 'errors' rather than 
legitimate L2 varieties of English containing forms which happened to differ from forms 
used in LI English varieties" (Jenkins, 2009a, p.92, quotations original). Therefore, in 
contrast to viewing the new varieties of English with an equal status, as advocated by the 
study of World Englishes, the new English varieties are negatively received by some 
scholars. 
In response to the “deficiency” point of view, Davies (1989) argued that 
interlanguage and new varieties of English indeed belong to different paradigms. The 
former involves a cognitive and psycholinguistic process; while the latter is a 
sociolinguistic issue, which relates to the social use of the language in the world (Davies, 
1989). Therefore, whereas interlanguage accounts for individual variation, new varieties 
of English depict communal norms (Groves, 2010). Davies (1989) further elaborated 
that distinguishing a variety from interlanguage is sociopolitical rather than purely 
linguistic in nature. Even Selinker (1974, p.51, footnote 15) admitted that, although the 
idealisations of language are the same in the aspect of psycholinguistics, from a 
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sociolinguistic perspective, new varieties of English should not be accounted for in terms 
of interlanguage. It is this unresolved tension between the recognition of new varieties 
of English and interlanguage that inspired the present study. I aim to ascertain, among the 
participants of the present study, the extent to which grammaticality is affecting the 
acceptability of local features of English in Hong Kong. The broader aim of the present 
study is thus to contribute to existing discussion of HKE as an autonomous variety. 
2.2 B. Kachru's and Schneider's Developmental Models of New Varieties of English 
2.2.1 B. Kachru's three-stage developmental model of English. 
How does a non-native variety of English, such as Singaporean English, develop 
into an autonomous variety? In 1983, B. Kachm proposed a three-stage model for the 
recognition of a non-native variety of English. The first stage is the stage of 
non-recognition (p. 115, italics original), where a local way of using English has already 
emerged in the community but is perceived as being inferior to the native variety of 
English (Kirkpatrick, 2007). English speakers in the community show an exonormative 
attitude by striving to imitate the native English speakers, and show prejudice on those 
who only speak the local variety of English (B. Kachru, 1983; Kirkpatrick, 2007). 
The second stage involves the co-existence of local and imported varieties 
(Kirkpartick, 2007, p. 33, italics original). Alongside the native variety, the local variety 
of English is widely used in the community for various functions because bilingualism in 
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English and the local language is extensively spread (B. Kachru, 1983). However, 
despite its wide adoption, the local variety is still considered to be inferior to the native 
variety (Kirkpatrick, 2007). There exists a phenomenon called "linguistic 
schizophrenia" (B. Kachru, 1983, p. 118) where competing norm orientations cause a 
mismatch between linguistic attitude and linguistic behaviour (Groves, 2010; Groves & 
Chan, 2010a). While people look for the native variety of English as the ideal, in 
practice, they do conform to their own local variety (Grove & Chan, 2010a). They may 
even exhibit an overt prestige for the native variety, and at the same time, a covert 
prestige for the local variety (Groves, 2010). 
The final stage in B. Kachru's model is recognition, when the non-native variety is 
socially accepted as the norm (B. Kachru, 1983, p.l 15, italics original). The incongruity 
between linguistic attitude and linguistic behaviour is much minimised (B. Kachru, 1983; 
Kirkpatrick, 2007). In addition to using the local variety of English, the community no 
longer looks down on its usage. The local variety may even be promoted as teaching 
materials in language learning (B. Kachru, 1983; Kirkpatrick, 2007). In this final stage, 
the non-native variety is recognised as having an equal status as the native variety of 
English. 
In short, the development of the non-native varieties requires two processes to 
work simultaneously — a linguistic process and an attitudinal process (B. Kachru, 1983). 
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The linguistic process refers to localisation and the attitudinal process refers to 
indigenisation (F. Poon, 2006). Localisation is important for a non-native variety 
because it means the variety has developed its own features in terms of phonology, lexis 
and syntax (Pang, 2003). Indigenisation is even more crucial as it signifies the local 
community has accepted and even shows pride in the wide use of the local features 
(McArthur 2002; Pang, 2003). B. Kachru (1983) contended that, unless a variety is 
recognised and accepted by the community, "it does not require a status" (p.115). 
Therefore, indigenisation is pivotal for a non-native variety to become independent. 
Meanwhile, indigenisation can never be achieved when the community keeps on seeking 
reference and assurance from the external norm (Pang, 2003). Consequently, whether 
the community shows an exonormative or an endonormative attitude towards the local 
variety plays a significant role in the development of the variety. 
2.2.2 Schneider's five-stage dynamic model of post-colonial Englishes. 
In addition to B. Kachru's (1983) model, Schneider's (2003, 2007) dynamic model 
of post-colonial Englishes gives a more detailed description of how non-native varieties 
of English can evolve into an autonomous variety. The model consists of five phases 一 
namely Foundation, Exonormative Stabilisation, Nativisation, Endonormative 
Stabilisation and Differentiation (Schneider, 2003, 2007, italics original). Although B. 
Kachru's model has spelt out the fundamentals, Schneider provided a more up-to-date and 
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comprehensive framework that is specific for post-colonial English. 
The whole developmental process of Schenider's model starts with the 
Foundation phase (Schneider, 2003, 2007), where English is brought to a community in 
which English was not spoken before. Besides the native English speakers, very few 
local people in the community speak English. Since there is limited contact between 
English and the local language, the English used in the community does not have much 
influence from the local language. 
The second phase is Exonormative Stabilisation, where the external native norm is 
accepted as the linguistic standard (Schneider, 2003, 2007). In this phase, English is 
adopted in the community for official functions such as administration, education and the 
legal system, and bilingualism starts to spread among the local people in the community 
(Groves, 2009). As the locals consider a command of English as an asset, and knowing 
English allows people to become "elites" of the community, a positive attitude towards 
English is resulted (Schneider, 2003, 2007). Furthermore, the local English speakers, 
usually the educated members of the community, reckon the native variety of English as 
the norm without hesitation (Schneider, 2003, 2007). However, while looking up to the 
native variety, a hybrid type of English also starts to emerge. "Structural nativisation" 
refers to the transfer of phonology and syntax from the local language to the English used 
in the community (Schneider, 2003, p.246). These influences are almost unnoticeable to 
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the community, and it is the earliest stage of the emergence of a new variety of English 
(Schneider, 2003, 2007). Fiji English is an example where the variety is in the second 
stage of the model (Schneider 2003, 2007). 
The next and the most important phase in the dynamic model is Nativisation, 
which is the most influential in "restructuring" the English language (Schneider, 2003, 
p.248). The local variety of English has been more widely used, and has developed 
noticeable linguistic features in vocabulary, accent, and grammar, that are idiosyncratic to 
the local community (Schneider, 2003, 2007; Groves, 2009). Schneider (2003, 2007) 
maintained that HKE, Malaysian English and Philippine English are in this stage. In 
terms of grammar, the distinct features of the local variety typically include new 
word-derivations or -combinations, localised collocations and set phrases, varying 
prepositional usage, new verb complementation patterns, such as those concerning 
transitivity, and alternative morphosyntactic behaviour of certain word groups, such as 
applying plural ending to non-count nouns (Schneider, 2007, p.46-47). 
During Nativisation, members of the community are well aware of the difference 
between the features of their local variety and those of the native variety (Schneider, 2003, 
2007; Groves, 2009). A sense of insecurity over the linguistic norms is activated, and 
the "complaint tradition" actualises (Schneider, 2003, 2007; Groves, 2009). There is a 
clash of opinion between the innovative users and the conservative users of English 
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(Schneider, 2003, 2007). Whereas the innovative users continue practicing the local 
variety, the local language features are stigmatised by the conservative users as an 
indication of the deteriorating language standard of the community (Schneider, 2003, 
2007). The conservative users strongly advocate the upholding of the external norm 
(Schneider, 2003, 2007). Nevertheless, as time passes by, the discussions over the usage 
of English in the community enhance the public's readiness to accept the local variety 
(Schneider, 2003, 2007; Groves, 2009), leading the variety to go into the next phase of the 
dynamic model. 
In the phase of Endonormative Stabilisation, the community adopts and accepts 
the local variety of English as the norm (Schneider, 2003, 2007; Groves, 2009). 
Although there are still traces of conservative attitude from the previous phase, these 
opinions are of the minority (Schneider, 2003, 2007). The majority of the community 
understands the local variety is to be distinct from the native variety (Schneider, 2003, 
2007). Not only have the local features lost their stigma, they are also positively 
evaluated, and are accepted even for formal usage (Schneider, 2003, 2007; Groves, 2009). 
This self-confidence in the local variety also indicates that the community is ready for a 
new, independent identity (Schneider, 2003, 2007; Groves, 2009). For example, 
Singaporean English is now experiencing Endonormative Stabilisation (Schneider, 2003, 
2007). 
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The acknowledgement of the local features prompts the process of codification 
(Schneider, 2003, 2007; Groves, 2009) in the forms of dictionaries, usage guides and 
grammar books (Schneider, 2003, 2007). Among the three, grammar books are the last 
one to be issued due to two reasons. Firstly, the amount of the grammar patterns that 
differ from the native variety is smaller than that of local vocabulary (Schneider, 2003, 
2007), so the compulsion to publish dictionaries is greater than that of grammar books. 
Secondly, in view of having an "internationally homogeneous 'common core' of English 
grammar," it is more difficult for the community to accept the local grammatical features 
as “correct” (Schneider, 2003, p.252). Therefore, among other aspects of language, 
grammar is often "more stable and resistant to change" (Schenider, 2007, p.86). 
Georgieva's (2010) study about English in Bulgarian found that although “pragmatic 
inappropriateness, stylistic inconsistencies or clumsiness of expression" may be positively 
viewed as adding flavour to one's language production, grammatical features that differ 
from the rules of established norms will not be positively received (p. 131). 
The fifth and last phase of the dynamic model is Differentiation (Schneider, 2003, 
2007; Groves, 2009). The local variety, such as Australian English and New Zealand 
English, has completed its development as a new variety and lost its dominance from the 
native variety (Schneider, 2003, 2007). In addition to gaining an independent identity, 
there is an internal diversification (Groves, 2009). Sub-varieties begin to develop, 
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representing new social or regional identities within this new variety (Schneider, 2003, 
2007; Groves, 2009). 
In spite of the comprehensiveness of the dynamic model, Schneider (2003) 
reminded that it is not essential for all conditions to be applied in reality. He pointed out 
that the individual phases in the model are not "necessary and sufficient’’ conditions for 
the development of a variety, but only "characteristic properties of prototypical" phases 
(p.272). Therefore, the elements in the five phases may evolve differently in different 
contexts. 
2.3 Debate of HKE as a New Variety 
The two models outlined in section 2.2 have provided a backdrop for the 
discussion of the status of HKE in the present study. One of the aims of this thesis is to 
explore whether the English used in Hong Kong is a new variety or, at least, in which 
stage HKE is in Schneider's model. Indeed, the debate of whether HKE is an 
autonomous variety started a few decades ago, but there is still no consensus among 
scholars as to what exactly the status of HKE is. 
2.3.1 HKE as an autonomous variety. 
On the affirmative side of the debate, a number of studies have identified 
systematic and persistent language features in HKE. From a phonological dimension, 
studies by Bolton and Kwok (1990), Deterding, Wong and Kirkpatrick (2008), Hung 
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(2002, 2009), Sewell (2009), and Sewell and Chan (2010) presented that rather than 
making random pronunciation mistakes that differ from the standard pronunciation of 
English, a set of phonological features are pervasive among the local English speakers in 
Hong Kong. Examples include simplification of final consonant clusters, conflation of 
[n] and [1], vocalisation of dark [1], and syllable-based timing (Deterding et al, 2008). 
For vocabulary, Bolton (2000) citied from the Macquarie Dictionary some vocabulary of 
HKE and McArthur (2002) identified vocabulary of HKE in The Oxford Guide to World 
English. Groves and Chan's (2010b) study on semantic shift also found that local Hong 
Kong people interpret certain English expressions, such as “sleep late," "help" and 
"wish," differently than native English speakers do. 
The grammar of HKE, however, has received little attention to date (Gisbome, 
2009). One of the few studies is by Gisbome (2000), who examined the use of different 
types of relative clauses in Hong Kong. He found that the relative clause system shows 
features which are "apparently unique to the system of HKE" (p.369). Gisbome (2009) 
also compared the tense and fmiteness in standard English, Chinese and HKE. He found 
that there is systematic transfer from Chinese to HKE, although it is not totally systematic 
for the lack of fmiteness. He concluded that HKE ‘‘is an emerging system with a 
considerable degree of variability" (2009, p. 166). 
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In addition to Gisbome, Joseph (1997, 2004) inspected the lack of distinction 
between mass noun phrase and count noun phrase in HKE. He found that people in 
Hong Kong are making regular "errors" that are traceable to the influence of Cantonese 
(2004, p. 147). With the regularity of the “errors,” Joseph contended that they are the 
features of HKE and concluded that, in line with Gisbome's comment, HKE is an 
emerging variety (2004). Joseph also expressed that the emergence of HKE and the 
complaint about the deteriorating English standard are indeed "one of the same thing" 
(2004, p. 147). This is because the existence of language patterns that deviate from 
standard English is precisely the evidence that Hong Kong is developing its own 
distinctive language features (Joseph, 1997, 2004). This once again demonstrates the 
diverging views between the general public and the World Englishes scholars — while the 
former view the non-standard features as features of interlanguage and an indication of 
deficiency, the latter regard the local features “in their own right," as Jenkins (2009a) 
contended. 
2.3.2 The non-readiness of HKE as an autonomous variety. 
The works discussed above suggest that to a certain extent, HKE does possess 
systematic language features. Thus, in terms of B. Kachru's (1983) and Schneider's 
(2003) model, people in Hong Kong seem to have been localising and restructuring the 
local variety of English. 
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However, many scholars believe that the existence of such consistent language 
features does not necessarily mean that HKE is an autonomous variety. A number of 
studies regarded the language patterns that frequently appear in HKE as grammatical 
errors. For example. Yip and Mathews (1995, as cited in Moody, 1997) argued that the 
differences between HKE and standard English can be attributed to the transfer from 
Chinese, especially Cantonese. Therefore, HKE is an interlanguage but not a real 
variety (Yip & Mathews, 1995, as cited in Moody, 1997). Hung (2000) also viewed the 
recurring grammatical features in university students' writings which differ from standard 
English as interlanguage. In addition, "errors" of syntactic structures of Hong Kong 
students were analysed by Chan (2004) from the point of view of transfer. Chan (2010) 
also did an analysis of 32 common lexicogrammatical "errors" of Hong Kong students. 
Yet, although Chan (2010) looked at the grammatical features from an error analysis 
approach, she acknowledged that there are claims that consider HKE as a new variety 
because of the systematic features. 
This body of research suggests that HKE is undergoing the Nativisation stage 
(Schneider, 2003, 2007) because such studies acknowledge the language features of HKE, 
and opinions towards the existence of such features vary across individual researchers. 
What remains uncertain is whether HKE will ever reach the later stages in the 
developmental models, and be accepted by the public as a new variety. There seems to 
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be a general agreement among scholars that people in Hong Kong do not have affiliation 
towards HKE. Although Piatt (1982) tried to document some features of HKE, to him, 
HKE is just a "learner's language" but not an independent variety such as Singaporean 
English which plays a more crucial role in people's everyday communication than that in 
Hong Kong (p.409). People in Hong Kong are not willing to forgo using standard 
English for “stylistic purposes" like the Singaporean do (Piatt, 1982). Therefore, people 
in Hong Kong are exonormative in nature when it comes to using English. The same 
attitude was expressed by Luke and Richard (1982), who believed "there is no societal 
basis for 'indigenisation' or 'nativisation' of English in Hong Kong" (p. 149). Luke and 
Richard (1982) endorsed that people in Hong Kong look for an external norm for English 
rather than an internal one, and reckoned "there is no such thing as 'Hong Kong English" 
(p.55). Likewise, Tay (1991, p.327) and Li (1999, p.95) claimed that there is no social 
motivation for people in Hong Kong to indigenise or nativise HKE. Joseph (1997) as 
well pointed out that despite international recognition, the first thing that local Hong 
Kong people would deny is that what they are producing is to be classified as HKE. 
The conception that there is no indigenisation for HKE is carried over in the 
millennium. In his study of the status of HKE, Pang (2003) explained that people in Hong 
Kong always want to upkeep a high standard for the language. In Hong Kong, English 
is regarded as a tool for "outward and upward mobility" (Lai, 2009, p.87) and speaking 
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better English enables one to climb up the social ladder with better opportunities in 
further studies and career development (Lai, 2005, 2009). Therefore, they refuse to 
accept the presence of the local features but to see them as errors (Pang, 2003). 
Consequently, HKE is a stillborn variety with only localisation but not indigenisation 
(Pang, 2003). The predominant exonormative attitude in the society is also depicted by 
McArthur (2005), who suggested that there is a "long-standing principle that any 
distinctively Hong Kong expression must by its very nature bad English" (p.62). 
Additionally, Jenkins (2009a) stated that although the existence of HKE is 
"acknowledged, it is apparently not the variety to which many L2 Hong Kong English 
speakers aspire" (p. 155). Thus, it is "far less secure" for HKE to be an accepted variety 
(Jenkins, 2009a, p. 155). Addressing the appearance of linguistic schizophrenia in Hong 
Kong, Groves (2009) commented that it is "unrealistic to expect HKE to emerge as a fully 
autonomous variety in the near future" (p.70). 
The above studies exemplify that the low status of local features hinders HKE to 
develop into a new variety. Therefore, the present study aims to contribute to the debate 
of the status of HKE by exploring local Hong Kong people's acceptability of some 
possible local features of English. In addition, while many previous research studies 
examined the status of HKE with reference to Kachru's notions of localisation and 
indigenisation, the present study discusses the status of HKE based on Schneider's model, 
2 7 
SO as to validate Schneider's proposal of HKE being at the nativisation stage. The 
findings will be discussed in Chapter 4 and 5. 
2.4 Distinguishing Between Features and Errors 
2.4.1 "Innovation" and "selection." 
The previous sub-section has demonstrated that distinct local language features 
may not necessarily be welcomed by the public. Van Rooy (2010) explained that the 
addition of new language features in a community “does not imply acceptance and 
stabilisation" (p.8) because two different processes are involved, namely innovation and 
selection. Resulting in variability, innovation can be intentional or unintentional; 
whereas selection, which is vital to stabilisation, is intentional and is social in nature. 
Concurring with Croft (2000), Van Rooy (2010) pointed out that "intentional" does not 
refer to the intention to change the language, but to communicate with the others in the 
community (p. 13). For features beyond lexical borrowing to spread in a community, an 
“accepting attitude" is required, where speakers accept and start to use the features that 
are considered associated with them (Van Rooy, 2010，p. 12). However, the problem is, 
in non-native English speaking places, innovations are often viewed as mistakes or errors 
and not accepted as features, unless they are first ratified by native speakers of English 
(Jenkins, 2009b). 
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2.4.2 "Mistakes," "errors," "deviations," and "features." 
Before we can determine whether certain language features belong to 
characteristics of a variety or merely something "wrong," terms such as “mistakes,” 
"errors," "deviations," and "features" need to be clarified first. A mistake, according to 
Mesthrie and Bhatt (2008), results from a slip of the tongue. H. Brown (2007) also 
defined a mistake as a "result of some sort of temporary breakdown or imperfection in the 
process of producing speech," but not a “result of a deficiency of competence" (p.257). 
Meanwhile, an error is a "noticeable deviation from the adult grammar of a native speaker, 
reflect[ing] the competence of the learner" (H. Brown, 2007, p.258). In other words, 
while a mistake is random and can be regarded as “one-off’ (Mesthrie & Bhatt, 2008, 
p.46), an error is regular and recurrent, and represents some kind of deficiency in the 
language competence of the speakers. In view of these, it is unsurprising that the local 
language features in HKE are perceived as errors and thus are not accepted by the 
community. 
Deviations, like errors, also differ from the conventional language norm; however, 
they are viewed from another perspective. B. Kachru (1983) elucidated that a deviation 
“is the result of a productive process which marks the typical variety-specific features; 
and it is systematic within a variety, and not idiosyncratic" (p. 120). Deviations 
“‘deviate’ only with reference to an idealised norm" (p. 120), for instance, the native 
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variety of English. Deviations themselves are neutral and "can justifiably be considered 
feature[s] of the variety concerned" (Mesthrie & Bhatt, 2008, p.46). Nevertheless, 
"deviations" are often "misconstrued psychologically" (Mesthrie & Bhatt, 2008, p.47) as 
mistakes or errors, so their usage by non-native speakers is often not accepted (B. Kachru, 
1983; Mesthrie & Bhatt, 2008). To avoid confusion, a more neutral term, "features," 
rather than "deviations" is preferred and employed in this thesis (Mesthrie & Bhatt, 2008). 
This thesis follows these definitions broadly when employing the terms introduced in this 
subsection. 
2.4.3 Bamgbose's five factors in determining the status of language features. 
How then can one decide whether a language feature is an error or a feature of a 
variety? Bamgbose (1998) suggested five factors through which we can measure the 
status of language features, namely geography, demography, authority, codification and 
acceptability. Geography measures how wide a feature has spread. The more 
widespread is the usage, the higher is the status of the feature. This is in line with what 
Gonzalez (1983) remarked for features of Philippine English — local features that have 
become common in the community are not considered errors anymore, but features of the 
variety. 
Demography refers to not only the number of users, but also who they are. An 
increasing number of educated speakers using a feature enhances the status of the feature. 
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Likewise, Hung (2009, as cited in Groves & Chan 2010b), with reference to HKE, argued 
that a particular pattern is to be called a feature but not an error when its “usage persists 
right throughout the whole spectrum of HKE speakers, including both high and low 
proficiency speakers," so that it is a characteristic of HKE and not just that of the low 
proficiency users. 
Authority relates to "the actual use or approval of use" of a feature by respected 
authorities, such as writers, publishers, examination bodies, the media and influential 
leaders (Bamgbose, 1998, p.4). Lowenberg (1990) maintained that the status of a 
feature depends on "attitudinal variables," especially its sources (p. 124). Therefore, the 
more knowledgeable and respected the people who use or approve the use of a feature are 
thought to be, the higher is the status of the feature. (Bamgbose, 1998). 
Codification refers to the inclusion of a feature in reference books. The lack of 
codification is a hindrance to the recognition of a new variety (Bamgbose, 1998). It is 
only after the usage of a feature has entered dictionaries or reference books, then is the 
“legitimation process" of the feature complete (Li, 2010, p.627), and is the status of the 
feature made certain (Bamgbose, 1998). 
The last factor, acceptability, considers the attitudes of the users and the non-users 
towards a feature (Li, 2010). Acceptability is crucial for the status of a feature, because 
only when a feature is accepted, it can then continue to stay in the community (Bamgbose, 
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1998). Acceptability and codification are said to be the most important among the five 
factors; without them, the features will not be able to disassociate with the label of being 
an error (Bamgbose, 1998). Since the status of the local features is decisive to the status 
of a variety, and the acceptability of the features plays a significant role in determining 
the status of the features, the present study is interested in exploring the acceptability of 
some of the recognised local features of English in Hong Kong. 
2.5 Factors Affecting Acceptability of Non-native Features 
The extent to which the community accepts the local features can be analysed 
from three perspectives. From a linguistic perspective, acceptability is related to 
intelligibility (Sewell, 2010). From a social perspective, social stigma and prestige 
affect how the community accepts or rejects the language features. Finally, from a 
psychological perspective, the language features may act as somatic markers triggering 
emotional responses, thus approval or disapproval, from the users (Sewell, 2010). 
2.5.1 Intelligibility. 
By intelligibility, it means speakers usually show a higher degree of acceptability 
to language features which they think are intelligible (Sewell, 2010). Y. Kachm and 
Nelson (2006) proposed that "intelligibility" can be further divided into intelligibility, 
comprehensibility and interpretability. In this thesis, however, intelligibility is taken in a 
broad sense to mean "understanding" (Y. Kachru & Nelson, 2006, p.66). The 
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participants in Li's (2009) study demonstrated that there is an inclination towards native 
varieties of English, including standard British, American and Australian English, because 
they thought they would be better understood when they conform to the norms of such 
varieties. To these participants, intelligibility is crucial for communication. Since 
non-native varieties of English, for instance, HKE, may not be intelligible to English 
speakers from other places who do not share the same native language, they should be 
avoided (Li, 2009). Interestingly, the few participants who accepted HKE also believed 
making others understand them is most important in communication. Therefore, when 
their interlocutors can understand them well and communication is not impeded, there is 
nothing wrong in using HKE. Although Li's (2009) study focuses on accent, the ways 
in which intelligibility shapes acceptability can be extended to other aspects of language 
such as grammar, which is the focus of this thesis. 
In Ng's (2005) study, all the eight participants reckoned that being able to express 
themselves and to be understood is their main concern in daily communication. Rather 
than the ability to follow native norms, the participants took pride in making themselves 
understandable. One participant expressed that when the interlocutors can understand 
what the speaker is saying, then "nothing should be considered wrong" (p.32). Another 
participant revealed that when the people in Hong Kong can convey their meaning well in 
English, then "those distinctive features found in the English they use should not be 
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counted as errors" (p.45). Hence, when the community believes the language features 
are intelligible, the features will be accepted, and vice versa. 
2.5.2 Social prestige and stigma. 
Socially, sense of prestige causes certain language features to be more preferred 
than other language features (Schneider, 2007). Contrary to prestige, social stigma 
linked to the language features prevents them from being accepted (Bao, 2003). While 
socially prestigious language features are socially favoured and are associated with 
high-status speakers, socially stigmatised language features are socially disfavoured and 
are associated with low-status speakers (Wolfram. & Schilling-Estes, 2006). Bao (2003) 
discussed that non-native features have to lose their stigma so that they can stabilise and 
be accepted by the community. Bao (2003), however, also pointed out that there is a 
vicious cycle among social stigma, the lack of codification, and low acceptability -
bearing the social stigma, a feature will not be accepted, thus not codified. Without 
codification, a feature would not be given a status, and it will continue to be stigmatised 
and not be accepted. Therefore, the more social stigma a feature has, the less acceptable 
it is in a community. 
2.5.3 Past experience and somatic markers. 
Finally, from a psychological perspective, Sewell (2010) employed the somatic 
marker hypothesis to explain that people's attitudes to the non-native language features 
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are influenced by their earlier experiences. Damasio (1994) defined somatic markers as 
"a special instance of feelings generated from secondary emotions. Th[e]se emotions 
and feelings have been connected, by learning, to predict future outcomes of certain 
scenarios" (p. 174). When our action is linked to a negative future outcome, the somatic 
markers act as alarm signals to lead us to immediately reject the action, and make us 
choose among other alternatives (Damasio, 1994). 
In terms of language use, our judgment is somatically marked (Robinson, 2003). 
That is to say, the reactions that people have for language features depend on their 
previous encounters with those features (Sewell, 2010). For non-native English 
speakers, memories of the outcomes of their earlier productions and those of the other's 
productions affect how they approve or disapprove different features in the language 
(Sewell, 2010). For example, speakers acquire somatic markers when they produced 
certain native and non-native features in school and other contexts, and have their friends, 
parents and/or teachers responded to them. If the speakers have experienced negative 
responses with the production of the non-native features, the next time when they are 
about to produce the same features, some negative somatic makers will appear to signal 
the speakers to choose among other alternatives. The alarm signals will also come up 
when speakers meet these non-native features in the productions of other people. Hence, 
the appearance of negative somatic makers associated with non-native features will lower 
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the acceptability of the features. 
In addition, somatic markers often work under consciousness (Robinson, 2003). 
According to Robinson (2003), people often feel that certain constructions or usages are 
better than the others (p.77, italics original). This is because speakers are unconsciously 
"trained" to mark usages that are seen as correct or acceptable with positive somatic 
makers; and to mark usages that are seen as incorrect or unacceptable with negative 
somatic markers (p.78). Therefore, speakers may only be able to tell that they think 
certain language features are better or worse than the others but lack the ability to explain 
why they are so, without being aware that this may be related to their past experiences. 
These factors which affect the acceptability of language features will be discussed with 
the findings of the present study in Chapter 4. 
2.6 Studies of Attitudes Towards Local Varieties in Asia and Hong Kong 
After looking at the theoretical framework of new varieties of English and the 
issue of acceptability, this subsection presents some previous studies of public attitudes 
towards different varieties of "non-native" English, with specific focus on the Asian and 
Hong Kong context. 
2.6.1 Studies in the Asian context. 
The study conducted by Crismore, Ngeow and Soo (1996) demonstrated the 
relationship between personal experience, perceived intelligibility and acceptability of the 
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local variety of English. In their study, over 60% of the 499 university students regarded 
Malaysian English as incorrect English to be eradicated. Crismore et al. explained that 
this is due to students' limited experience of interacting with foreigners, thus not being 
aware of the communicative effectiveness of Malaysian English. 
Tan and Tan (2008) researched the attitudes of 260 Singaporean secondary school 
students towards non-standard English in Singapore and found that they considered both 
the standard and the local varieties of English as equally important. The students were 
aware that the two varieties were suitable in different settings. They had high 
appreciation for the local variety of English and acknowledged its force in enhancing 
solidarity in informal settings. 
For the discussion on China English, Chen and Hu (2006) suggested that the 
contexts in which English is used affect the acceptability of the local variety. Unlike 
Singapore in which English is used for intranational communication, English in China is 
mostly used in classrooms, in which local features are seen as incorrect forms of English, 
withholding the acceptability of China English. However, in Chen and Hu's study, over 
half of the 21 university student respondents accepted China English as a standard variety, 
suggesting that it is already gaining gradual acceptance. In He and Li's (2009) study, 
over 60% of their 1,030 participants, which included university students and lecturers, 
agreed that “there will be a variety of English in China one day.，,(p.80) He and Li also 
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found that the most preferred teaching model in China is one that is based on standard 
English but supplemented with features of China English. Hence, while using English 
mostly only in classrooms may lower the acceptability of the local variety, there is 
evidence showing that China English is gaining recognition. 
2.6.2 Studies in the Hong Kong context. 
In the context of Hong Kong, different studies have shown different degrees of 
acceptability of HKE. Having analysed the attitudes of 1,234 teachers, Tsui and Bunton 
(2000) found that teachers in Hong Kong exhibited a strong exonormative attitude to 
English. The teachers looked for native English speakers and reference books published 
in countries where English is the native language, especially Britain, as the sources to 
determine what is correct, while suspecting or even criticising some usages of English in 
locally published reference books or mass media. Rather than recognising the local 
features as a distinct variety, local usages of English in Hong Kong that differ from the 
native norms were frowned upon. Tsui and Bunton's study reveals a very low 
acceptability of HKE among the teachers. 
Despite the low acceptability of HKE found in the school setting, Ng's (2005) 
study presents that HKE is starting to be recognised in out-of-school contexts. Ng 
interviewed eight working adults of different education backgrounds to see whether they 
viewed HKE as a source of pride or disgrace. Although most of the participants 
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expressed that native varieties of English, especially British English, were what they 
preferred, they did admit that they spoke a local variety of English. In addition, all the 
participants acknowledged HKE as a variety of English and thought that many people in 
Hong Kong are speaking HKE. There is a consensus among them that although HKE or 
some features of HKE are “not good enough" (P.26), they did not feel ashamed of this 
variety. They also believed the use of HKE does no harm to communication. One 
participant even commented that in Hong Kong, the local variety of English is indeed 
more communicative than the English of the native speakers. Therefore, Ng concluded 
that even though the participants did not take pride in HKE, they did acknowledge its 
existence and its function in communication. 
Similar results were found by Groves and Chan (2010a), whose study shows that 
HKE is starting to be recognised. Groves and Chan surveyed 140 university students and 
found that although 83.6% of the participants preferred to speak a native variety of 
English, 74.3% of them considered themselves speaking a local variety of English. In 
addition, the same number of their participants was affirmative to the existence of HKE. 
However, about half of these participants thought that HKE is inferior to native varieties 
while the other half thought HKE is acceptable. These results suggest that although 
there have been changes in attitudes towards local features of English in Hong Kong, 
there is still a long way before the community accepts HKE as an autonomous variety. 
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While the three studies mentioned above examine the attitudes to HKE in general, 
Luk's (1998) and Li's (2009) studies focus on the phonological aspect, the accent, of 
HKE. Luk hypothesised that as local ethnic Chinese comprised over 98% of the 
population in Hong Kong, the local accent would receive empathy from the locals, as it 
can maintain solidarity and identity. However, the majority of the 66 secondary school 
students participated in Luk's study exhibited no empathy to the local accent. They 
related the local accent to learners of low proficiency and viewed it with a scornful 
attitude. Therefore, in terms of the phonological aspect, the acceptability of HKE is 
very low. 
A decade after Luk's (1998) study, the participants in Li's (2009) study showed a 
more open attitude to the local non-native accent. Li investigated the attitudes of 89 
university students and 18 working adults towards various native and local accents of 
English. Li found that about 85% of the participants preferred themselves speaking 
standard native accents. Only about 11% of them preferred a local accent. 
Interestingly, none of these participants were working adults, contrary to the response in 
Ng's (2005) study. Yet, concerning interactions with the others, 71.7% of the 
participants thought there was “nothing wrong" listening to people who do not speak a 
standard native accent, as long as they are understandable to each other (p.93). 
Therefore, although the participants still possessed an exonormative attitude, they were 
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also demonstrating a higher degree of acceptability of the accent of the local variety. 
These previous studies about the acceptability of HKE provide a background to 
the present study. Although different degrees of acceptability to HKE are found in 
different studies, in general, the degree of acceptability seems to be growing in recent 
years. Yet, many of the studies looked at the attitudes to HKE as a whole, but not the 
attitudes to specific aspects of the language system. Although Luk (1998) and Li (2009) 
did look at the accent of HKE, the attitudes to the grammar of HKE remain largely 
unexplored. Therefore, this thesis aims to bridge the research gap by looking into the 
acceptability of some grammatical features of HKE. 
2.7 Grammatical Features of HKE 
2.7.1 Grammatical features identified in previous studies. 
It is difficult to recognise grammatical features of HKE. The few studies by 
Gisbome and Joseph (see section 2.3.1) that have examined the grammatical features of 
HKE focused on only one particular grammatical feature each time. For example, 
Gisbome (2000) investigated the use of relative clause in Hong Kong, while Joseph (1997) 
looked at the lack of distinction between mass noun phrase and count noun phrase in 
Hong Kong. Other studies (McArthur, 2002; Piatt, 1982; Todd & Hancock, 1990; 
Tongue & Waters, 1978, as cited in Bolton 2003) mentioned the grammatical features of 
HKE very briefly. These studies only provided an example to each of the few 
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grammatical features they have identified without much elaboration. In addition, the 
grammatical features that are identified as features of HKE vary from studies to studies. 
This poses challenges to the identification of a comprehensive set of grammatical features 
for the present study. Setter, Wong and Chan (2010) is the only study to date that has 
provided a detailed account of the grammatical features of HKE. 
Table 2.1 below presents a list of grammatical features that are identified as 
features of HKE by previous scholars, including McArthur (2002), Piatt (1982), Setter et 
al. (2010) Todd & Hancock (1990), and Tongue and Waters (1978, as cited in Bolton 
2003). 
Table 2.1 
Grammatical features identified in previous studies as features of HKE 
1. The use of a redundant preposition 
2. Variable occurrence of a necessary preposition 
3. The use of a redundant plural suffix - s for nouns 
4. The lack of a necessary plural suffix —s for nouns 
5. The lack of a necessary person singular - s for verbs 
6. The lack of the copula-be 
7. The lack of past tense verbs for past events 
8. Variable occurrence of articles 
9. Foregrounding of the subject 
10. The lack of the grammatical subject 
11. The use of an invariant question tag "isn't it" 
12. The lack of the object pronoun 
13. Occasional non-distinction between "he" and “she,, 
14. The use of pidgin-like spoken English in informal and formal notices 
15. Formation of compound nouns by putting modifiers immediately before the head noun 
16. Conversion of grammatical categories 
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Due to the limited scope of the present study, not every feature is investigated in 
this thesis. As there is no consensus as to which feature is more pervasive in 
Hong Kong than the others, the present study only focuses on the features which 
are mentioned in two or more studies. Based on this criterion, the first 11 
features in Table 2.1 are the targeted features of the present study, through which 
the acceptability of HKE is explored. Throughout this thesis, the expression "the 
targeted features" will be used to refer to these 11 features. 
2.7.2 The targeted grammatical features in the present study. 
The grammatical features the present study looks at are drawn upon from Tongue 
& Waters (1978，as cited in Bolton 2003), Piatt (1982), McArthur (2002) and Setter et al. 
(2010). However, as mentioned above, most studies provide mainly only examples of 
the features with little elaboration; therefore, I am going to briefly describe each targeted 
feature in this sub-section. 
1. The use of a redundant preposition (Tongue & Waters, 1978 as cited in Bolton 2003; 
Setter et al., 2010). 
Example: *They are discussing about politics all night (Tongue & Waters, 1978 as 
cited in Bolton 2003) 
Setter et al. (2010) explained this feature as a result of confusion about the 
transitivity of the verbs. Transitive verbs are used as intransitive verbs, so an excess 
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preposition is placed in front of the noun phrase following the verb. 
2. Variable occurrence of a necessary preposition (Tongue & Waters, 1978 as cited in 
Bolten 2003; Setter et al., 2010). 
Example: *If you arrive the safari truck... (Setter et al, 2010) 
This feature refers to both the absence of a necessary preposition and the use of a 
wrong preposition. It arises also because people are not familiar with the transitivity of 
the verbs. People treat intransitive verbs as transitive verbs, and so place a noun phrase 
after the verb to act as the object of the verb (Setter et al., 2010). 
3. The use of a redundant plural suffix -s for nouns (Tongue & Waters, 1978 as cited in 
Bolten 2003; Setter et al., 2010). 
Example: * We have excellent furnitures of all kinds for sale (Tongue & Waters, 
1978 as cited in Bolton 2003). 
Setter et al. (2010) explained that confusion between mass nouns and count nouns 
causes this feature to take place. When people regard a mass noun as a count noun, an 
excessive plural —s is added to the noun. 
4. The lack of a necessary plural suffix —s for nouns (Tongue & ^Vaters, 1978 as cited in 
Bolten 2003; Piatt, 1982; Setter et al, 2010). 
Example: *Beware of pedestrian (Tongue & Waters, 1978 as cited in Bolton 
2003). 
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The feature appears when people are using the singular form of a noun where the 
plural form should indeed be used. This feature may also be the result of a 
non-distinction between mass nouns and count nouns, where the speakers regard a count 
noun as a mass noun. 
5. The lack of a necessary person singular -s for verbs (Piatt, 1982; Setter et al., 
2010). 
Example: *He Hke the boy (Piatt, 1982). 
This feature reflects an inconsistency in subject-verb agreement. While it may 
not be fair to say that speakers always forget to mark verbs with the —s suffix when the 
subject is a third person, this feature is very common in HKE (Setter et al., 2010). 
6. The lack of the copula-be (Piatt, 1982; McArthur, 2002). 
Example: *English main language of instruction (Piatt, 1982). 
Local Hong Kong people tend to omit the verb to be in a sentence, especially 
when it is in present tense (McArthur, 2002). But according to Piatt (1982), this features 
appears variably among different speakers. 
7. The lack ofpast tense verbs for past events (Piatt, 1982; McArthur. 2002; Setter et al., 
2010). 
Example: *I 越 him this morning to do it (McArthur, 2002). 
Setter et al. (2010) analysed that there is a frequent use of present tense verbs in 
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HKE. When local Hong Kong people are narrating past events, they tend to switch 
between the use of present tense and past tense if not using present tense for all the verbs. 
8. Variable occurrence of articles (Piatt, 1982; Setter et al., 2010). 
Example: *Say you're doing receptionist job (Piatt, 1982). 
Piatt (1982) showed that there is an under-use of indefinite articles and an 
over-use of definite articles in HKE (Setter et al., 2010). The definite article is also 
unnecessarily employed to describe generic reference (Setter et al., 2010). 
9. Foregrounding of the subject (Piatt, 1982; McArthur 2002; Setter et al., 2010). 
Example: *The farmers, they do the gardening outside there (Piatt, 1982). 
This feature appears very frequently in HKE. It is the result of being influenced 
by the topic-prominence feature in Cantonese. With the topic-comment structure, 
speakers first state the topic at the beginning, then continue the sentence with the pronoun 
of the subject (Piatt, 1982; Setter et al., 2010). 
10. The lack of the grammatical subject (Piatt, 1982; Setter et al., 2010). 
Example: *Here is not allowed to stop the car (Piatt, 1982). 
Contrary to the previous feature, there are sentences which lack a subject, such as 
"it." The presence of this feature may be due to the influence of Cantonese, where 
sentences are allowed to exist without a grammatical subject (Setter et al., 2010). Yet, 
Setter et al. also pointed out there are not many instances of this feature in their study. 
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11. The use of an invariant question tag "isn ’t it" (Tongue & Waters, 1978 as cited in 
Bolton 2003; Setter et al., 2010). 
Example: *She will take care of the matter, isn't it? 
In standard English, the question tag should agree with the modal verb or 
auxiliary verb of the anchor of the tag question. But in HKE, "isn't it" is always 
used as the tag regardless of what the verb of the anchor is. However, it is also 
pointed out that people in Hong Kong do not use question tags as frequently as 
native speakers of English do (Setter et al., 2010). 
2.8 Summary 
This chapter provides a theoretical background to the present study. It starts by 
introducing a general belief on standardising English, and the contrasting views between 
recognising the existence of different varieties of English and regarding non-standard 
English as deficiency. This is followed by the illustration of B. Kachru's (1983) 
three-stage developmental model of new varieties of English and Schneider's (2003, 2007) 
five-stage dynamic model of post-colonial English. These two models, especially the 
former, have provided a theoretical framework for many previous studies concerning the 
status of HKE as an autonomous variety, some of which are reviewed in this chapter. 
The findings of the present study will be discussed with reference to Schneider's model 
and these previous studies. 
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This chapter then continues with explanations about the difference between 
“features，，and "errors." Bamgbose's (1998) five factors in determining the status of 
language features are also explained. In addition, based on previous studies, three 
factors affecting the acceptability of the non-standard features are identified, namely 
intelligibility, social prestige and stigma of the language features, and language users' past 
experience and somatic markers. Previous studies of attitudes towards local varieties of 
English in the Asian and Hong Kong contexts are also presented. To offer further 
understanding to existing discussions about the status of HKE, the present study focuses 
on the acceptability of the grammatical features of HKE. This chapter ends with 
specifying the 11 grammatical features that are targeted in the present study. 
The next chapter will give a detailed account of the methodology of this study. 
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Chapter Three Methodology 
This chapter discusses the research design, the target participants, and the 
instruments of the present study. The ways to collect and analyse data are also presented. 
The chapter ends by discussing the ethical issues and the limitations of the 
methodological design for the present study. 
3.1 Research Questions 
The present study aims to explore the attitudes of university students in Hong 
Kong towards certain grammatical features that are identified as features of HKE in 
previous studies. To elicit information on this, as already outlined in Chapter 1, four 
research questions are set to find out the attitudes of the participants, the reasons behind 
their attitudes and the prospect of HKE as an autonomous variety of English. 
1. To what extent do local undergraduates in Hong Kong accept local 
grammatical features of English? 
2. What are the factors affecting their acceptability? 
3. To what extent do they accept the features as features of HKE and not 
common errors among local Hong Kong people? 
4. In which stage is HKE in becoming an autonomous variety? 
3.2 Research Design 
To answer the research questions, a mixed-method design which combined both 
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quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis was adopted. Given that both 
the quantitative and qualitative methods have their strengths and weaknesses, either one 
of them alone is insufficient to provide details of the often complex situation, so there is a 
need to combine them to offer a better understanding of the research problem (Ivankova 
& Stick, 2007). For instance, while the quantitative part of data collection shows to 
what extent the participants in the present study were accepting the targeted grammatical 
features, the qualitative part of data collection provides details about why the participants 
were exhibiting such attitudes. 
In particular to the mixed-method approach, the present study employed a 
sequential explanatory design, which consisted of two distinct phases (Creswell & Piano 
Clark, 2011). The first phase was a quantitative one where statistical data were collected 
and analysed (Creswell & Piano Clark, 2011). By recognising the significant 
quantitative results or any special cases that required further elaborations, the quantitative 
data in the first phase helped set criteria for the sampling and identify the potential 
participants for the second, qualitative phase (Creswell & Piano Clark, 2011). 
The quantitative data for the present study were obtained from the acceptability 
surveys distributed to a group of local university undergraduates (see section 3.3 below 
for details), while the qualitative data were obtained from semi-structure interviews 
conducted with selected students. The present study adopted the participant-selection 
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variant of the sequential explanatory design which places priority on the data from the 
interviews (Creswell & Piano Clark, 2011). The survey responses of each of the 
selected participants acted as "retrospective prompts" in their interview, to generate 
reflections from the participants upon their previous responses (Domyei, 2007). Thus, 
the data from the surveys only provided preliminary results on the extent to which the 
participants accepted or not accepted the targeted grammatical features. Much focus of 
the present study is given to the interviews, which were used to find out what the 
participants thought about the targeted features and why they thought so. Details of 
these two instruments are discussed in section 3.4. 
3.3 Target Participants 
This subsection outlines the criteria for selecting the participants for both the 
quantitative and qualitative phases of the present study. 
3.3.1 Selection criteria. 
Criterion sampling was adopted for the present study. Only those students who 
fulfilled the following criteria were invited to participate in the study. Firstly, the 
students should be university undergraduates. It is believed that, compared to secondary 
school students, university students should have achieved a considerable level of English 
language competence to complete the acceptability survey. As the survey was written in 
English, the English proficiency level of the respondents might have affected their ability 
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to interpret and answer the survey (Law, 2007). Therefore, the survey was piloted on a 
total of 18 university students (in the initial and final piloting) before it was used in the 
main data collection. None of the pilot participants expressed difficulty in 
understanding the survey. It is therefore believed that the respondents in the study 
would have sufficient language competence to answer the survey. Besides, the 
respondents were also encouraged to contact me whenever they experienced any 
difficulties in completing the survey. Yet, in both the pilot study and the main study, no 
respondents reported to have difficulties in answering the questions. As for the 
interviews, all of them were conducted in Cantonese, as chosen by the interviewees. 
The second criterion for selecting the participants was that they should be local 
Hong Kong people. The present study recruited participants who were bom and raised 
in Hong Kong, who have studied and leamt English in local primary and secondary 
schools, and who speak Cantonese as their first language. Together with the criterion 
that the participants should be university undergraduates, a unified background for the 
participants in the study was established. 
Lastly, the participants should have received no training in linguistics. It is 
shown that because of "theoretical commitments" or differences in exposure, people with 
training in linguistics have different acceptability judgments from people without such 
training (Dabrowska, 2010, p.6). Therefore, students majoring in English, Chinese and 
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linguistics were not invited. Students majoring in other disciplines were asked whether 
they had had prior training in linguistics before they were invited to participate in the 
study. 
3.3.2 Respondents of the acceptability survey. 
52 students who fulfilled the abovementioned criteria completed and returned the 
acceptability survey. There were 27 females and 25 males, coming from four different 
universities in Hong Kong. Their discipline, year of study, and frequency of 
communicating in English are summarised in Tables 3.1 to 3.3 below. These 52 
participants provided the data in the first, quantitative phrase of the present study. 
Table 3.1 
Discipline of the participants 
Faculty Number of participants�N 二 52) 
Arts 15 
Science 13 
Social Science 7 
Business 7 
Others (such as law, architecture, engineering) 9 
Table 3.2 
Participants，year of study 







Frequency of English communication in everyday life 
Frequency Number of participants {N= 52) 
Every day g 
A few times per week 4 
A few times per month 12 
No English communication in daily life 28 
3.3.3 Interviewees of the semi-structured interview. 
10 respondents of the acceptability survey were recruited as interviewees. Based 
on their responses in the survey, four females and six males were selected. Five survey 
respondents were selected as interviewees for they represented the typical cases of the 
survey. The remaining five respondents were selected because they gave comparatively 
extreme responses. Interviews with these ten participants then constituted the data in the 
second, qualitative phase of the present study. Details of the case selection will be 
discussed in section 3.5.2.1. 
3.4 Instrumentation 
As mentioned previously, acceptability surveys were used in the quantitative 
phase of the study, while semi-structured interviews were used in the qualitative phase. 
In this subsection, the rationale for choosing surveys and interviews as the instruments 
and how they were designed is explained. 
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3.4.1 Acceptability surveys. 
3,4, LI Rationale for employing acceptability surveys. 
Surveys were employed in the present study because they can reveal the 
respondents' attitudes of the research topic, and serve as prompts for discussion for the 
interviews. By setting questions on items that contained the targeted grammatical 
features, data concerning the respondents' attitudes towards the targeted grammatical 
features were collected. Besides, since all the respondents were asked the same 
questions, the data generated from the survey can be compared across respondents 
(Mackey & Gass, 2005), thus any different degrees of acceptance for different targeted 
features and among different respondents can be identified. 
3,4,1,2 Design of the acceptability surveys. 
The acceptability survey (see Appendix I) was inspired by the grammaticality 
judgment task (GJT) employed by Chan (2004). In the survey for the present study, 22 
sentences, focusing on the 11 targeted grammatical features, as described in section 2.7.2, 
were presented to the respondents. It has been suggested that for any GJT, there should 
be similar number of grammatical and ungrammatical items, or at least some distracter 
items which exemplify grammatical structures other than the targeted features (Tremblay, 
2005; Ellis, 1991). However, this advice was not followed for the sake of reducing 
respondents' fatigue. In the initial pilot study, 40 sentences were listed in the survey, 
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including 22 sentences containing the targeted features, 11 sentences containing the 
features in standard English and seven sentences as distracters. All but one of the pilot 
participants reported that the pilot version of the survey was too long and they felt bored 
as they moved towards the end of the survey. As boredom, frustration and fatigue of the 
respondents may lead to defective responses (Schutze, 1996), thus lowering the validity 
of the survey, I opted to reduce the length of the survey. Therefore, the finalised survey 
contained only the sentences of the targeted grammatical features. 
Given the 22 sentences, the respondents were asked to assess their acceptability 
according to a rating scale. For each of the sentence, the respondents were asked how 
acceptable they thought that sentence would be in standard English. To obtain more 
detailed and reliable data, comparative ratings rather than binary ratings were adopted 
(Tremblay, 2005). In this question, respondents were given four options, ranging from 
"totally unacceptable" and "slightly unacceptable" to "slightly acceptable" and “totally 
acceptable." To avoid the confusion between "intermediate in grammaticality" and the 
inability to make a decision, an option of "don't know" was not placed in the middle of 
the rating scale but at the end of the scale (Schutze, 1996, p. 189). In addition, to ensure 
that the respondents were judging the sentences with respect to the targeted grammatical 
feature but not other structures in the sentence, they were asked to “correct the errors" 
(Ellis, 2004, p.257), which in the survey, was rephrased as writing down "the acceptable 
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version of the sentence" if they thought the sentence was "unacceptable in standard 
English" or if they thought there was “a better way of saying the sentence." 
In addition to evaluating the acceptability and writing down the acceptable version 
of the sentences, the respondents were asked four more questions for each of the 
sentences. The respondents were asked to write down whether there would be situations 
in which the sentences would be acceptable, if they considered those sentences 
unacceptable in standard English. This can show if the respondents were taking the 
external norm as reference in every context or if they showed traces of endonormative 
attitudes in some contexts. The other two questions asked were whether the respondents 
thought the sentences were made by local people from Hong Kong and whether they had 
produced sentences of the same features before. These two questions allowed the 
respondents to reflect upon their awareness of the targeted features in local English usage. 
The respondents were also asked if they understood the sentences. This is to explore the 
relation between the targeted features and intelligibility, because, as discussed in section 
2.5.1, intelligibility often shapes the development and acceptability of local features. All 
these questions in the survey were further taken up in the interviews. 
Since the example sentences in the acceptability survey played an important role 
in the survey, they were selected based on the following criteria. First of all, the 
sentences should be authentic as they were used to elicit responses on local English usage. 
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Therefore, all the sentences utilised in the survey were taken from the International 
Corpus of English (ICE) — Hong Kong project, in particular, from the private 
conversations under the spoken dialogue section, thus ensuring that the sentences used are 
of natural production. Lexical complexity of the sentences was controlled (Loewen, 
2009). Only sentences of everyday common words were selected, to avoid the 
possibility of respondents rejecting the sentences due to their unfamiliarity with the words 
(Tremblay, 2005). 
Schiitze (1996) noticed that sentences "will be rated differently depending on their 
order of presentation" because of reasons such as respondents' "nervousness at the 
beginning..., fatigue at the end, practice effects, [and] the influence of surrounding test 
items" (p. 184). Therefore, in order to reduce the order effect, three versions of the 
acceptability survey were created. The sentences presented in the three versions of the 
survey were the same, but arranged in different orders. Hence, the order of presentation 
was counterbalanced across the participants (Schiitze, 1996; Tremblay, 2005). 
Finally, although the design of the acceptability surveys was modified from that of 
the GJT in Chan (2004), it was not meant to be a test to assess the respondents' language 
proficiency. A test and a survey differ in the sense that a test has the purpose of 
''evaluatingthe individual's... competence/abilities/skills" while a survey "elicit[s] 
information about the respondents in a non-evaluative manner, without gauging their 
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performance against a set of criteria" (Domyei, 2007, p. 103, italics original). This is 
why the present study adopted an acceptability survey but not a GJT. In addition, as 
Schiitze (1996) suggested that telling the respondents the purpose of the task can 
minimize any variability in the results caused by the respondents' differing guesses, the 
respondents in the present study were told at the beginning of the survey that it was not a 
test to assess them in any way. The respondents were also told the survey was not a 
timed task, so as to lower the respondents' anxiety, thus any irrelevant variability that 
might have been brought to the results (Loewen, 2009). 
The design of the acceptability survey was initially piloted on 10 university 
students who met the sampling criteria. After receiving feedback from them and making 
appropriate changes, a final piloting was conducted on another eight university students 
before the survey was distributed to the target participants. 
3.4.2 Semi-structured interviews. 
3.4,2,1 Rationale for employing semi-structured interviews. 
As mentioned previously, interviews were conducted in the qualitative phase of 
the present study. Semi-structured interviews were used because they can give the 
respondents an opportunity to express themselves in their own words (Garret, Coupland 
& Williams, 2003, p.35). The interviews also allow the researcher “to encourage 
respondents to clarify any unclear responses [shown in the survey], to pursue responses in 
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more depth, and to spontaneously take up any unanticipated but interesting points that are 
raised" in the interview (Garret et al. 2003). Through the interviews in the present study, 
my interviewees were given a chance to explain in detail their choices made in the 
acceptability survey, thus providing richer and more comprehensive data and a deeper 
understanding to the research topic. 
In particular, the present study opted for semi-structured interviews. The 
interviews were semi-structured in a way that "there is a set of pre-prepared guiding 
questions and prompts, the format is open-ended and the interviewee is encouraged to 
elaborate on the issues" (Domyei, 2007, p. 136). While the identical broad questions that 
are posed to every interviewee can elicit responses that can be compared across 
interviewees, the different follow-up questions asked can reveal much in-depth 
information and opinions from the interviewee's perspective. 
The present study relies largely on the qualitative data because, apart from Ng's 
(2005) and Li's (2009) study (see section 2.5.2), little about attitudes and acceptability of 
HKE is known from a qualitative perspective. For instance, Tsui and Bunton's (2000) 
study mainly discussed language attitudes of the people in Hong Kong based on 
observation. Grove and Chan's (2010a) study and Luk's (1998) study discussed their 
participants' perception on HKE through quantitative questionnaires. Therefore, the 
present study focuses on interviewing the participants, with an aim to understand why 
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they exhibit certain attitudes. Indeed, Li (2009) also recommended that researchers “go 
beyond collecting 'performance data' and 'experimental data' to include [non-native 
speakers'] own views and voices" (p. 109). 
3,4,2.1 Design of the semi-structured interviews. 
Each semi-structured interview was divided into two parts. The first part focused 
on the participants' responses in the acceptability survey. The second part focused on 
the participants' perception towards HKE. The questions for the first part of the 
interview were self-developed, whereas the questions for the second part were modified 
from the instruments in Crismore et al. (1996), He and Li (2009), Ng (2005), and Tmdgill 
(1974). The interview protocol (see Appendix II) for the first part of the interview was 
developed during the analysis of the survey data. Crucially, the participants were asked 
to explain why they rated the targeted features differently. The interviews were set to 
explore the interviewees' feelings when encountering the targeted features, the reasons 
behind their chosen answers in the survey, and whether they would categorise the targeted 
features as features of Hong Kong English or as errors of local English users. Details 
about the development of the interview protocol will be discussed in section 3.5.2.2. 
The interviews were conducted face-to-face and with one interviewee at a time. 
Individual interviews rather than group interviews were opted for to avoid the risk of 
having group polarization and effects of prior discussion (Garret et al., 2003). Garret et 
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al. argued that "groups can make people more extreme in their decisions" (p.30). In a 
group, interviewees may follow the opinion of the group, or contrarily, try to differentiate 
themselves by putting forth an opinion different from that of the rest of group (Garret et 
al., 2003). In both cases, the validity of the interviewees' responses will be negatively 
affected. Having one-to-one interviews can also lower the social-desirability bias, which 
refers to “the tendency for the people to give ‘socially appropriate responses'" (Garret et 
al, 2003, p.28, quotation original). Not only was the interviewee meeting only me, 
anonymity and confidentiality of the interviewee and his/her responses are also preserved 
throughout the study and in this thesis. This is to enhance the confidence of the 
interviewees to give honest responses to the questions, rather than some socially 
appropriate answers. 
Finally, the interviews were conducted in Cantonese. The first language of the 
interviewees was chosen as the medium of the interviews to allow the interviewees to 
speak their mind with minimal language barrier. This also allowed the interviewees to 
be more precise and accurate when giving their responses, thus enhancing the validity of 
the interview data. 
3.5 Two Phases of Data Collection and Processing 
This section outlines how the acceptability surveys and the semi-structured 
interviews were carried out in the quantitative phase and the qualitative phase respectively. 
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Details about how the data obtained from the two phases were processed are also 
provided. 
3.5.1 Quantitative phase. 
3.5.1.1 Data collection. 
All the acceptability surveys were administered through email. An initial group 
of six university undergraduates who met the sampling criteria were contacted by me. 
After explaining to them the purpose of the study and seeking their consent to participate 
in the study, a soft copy of the survey was sent to them by email. Each of the three 
versions of the survey was sent to two of the six students. The students were asked to 
send the completed survey back to me by replying the email. 
Surveys were collected through email mainly for two reasons. The first reason 
was to overcome geographical boundaries (Griffiths, 2010). Through email, students of 
different universities in Hong Kong could be reached. Secondly, participants did not 
have to complete the survey on campus. Mackey and Gass (2005) noted that the 
environment in which the participants complete a research task affects their performance. 
Cavallaro & Chin (2009), when commenting on their study on Singapore Standard 
English (SSE) and Singapore Colloquial English (SCE), suggested that a formal and 
"status-stressing environment" such as the university campus might have contributed to 
the negative responses they received for SCE. Therefore, by sending an email to the 
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participants, the participants could complete the survey in a self-selected, quiet and 
comfortable setting outside the university campus. 
It is noted that since the surveys were collected online, it would be harder to find 
out the level of genuineness of participants' response and the state of the participants 
when completing the survey (Hewson et al., 2003, p.44). However, Madge and 
O'Connor (2003) pointed out that unreliable responses and incorrectly completed surveys 
are also found in conventional ways of collecting surveys (p.5). 
The surveys were collected through snowball sampling. With snowball sampling, 
the researcher identifies a few targeted participants of a study, then asks them to identify 
further participants who meet the criteria of the study (Domyei, 2007). I asked my 
participants to pass on the survey to at least one person who met the criteria of the target 
participants, and encouraged them to send the email with the soft copy of the survey 
which I sent to them to the other participants. The participants were also encouraged to 
contact me if there was any confusion or enquiry about the survey and the study in 
general. Whenever a new participant returned a completed survey to me, he or she was 
invited to pass on the survey to at least one more target participant. 
All the participants were reminded to answer the questions regarding their 
demographic information at the end of the survey, so that I could check if they did fulfil 
the criteria set for the present study. The participants were also invited to leave their 
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contact information at the end of the survey if they agreed to be interviewed. 
This stage of data collection lasted for four weeks December, 2010). 
63 surveys were collected but only 52 were analysed because the participants of the 
remaining surveys either did not fulfil the criteria or sent in an incomplete survey. 
3,5,1,2 Data analysis. 
In analysing and measuring acceptability, descriptive statistics was first generated. 
The mean scores of the acceptability of each targeted feature were calculated. The 
means generated immediately presented an overall picture of the level of acceptability for 
each targeted feature in the survey, thus answering part of research question one. 
While generating statistics across all features, the means for each participant's 
answer for a given feature in the survey was also calculated. They were to serve as the 
basis for some of the interview questions in the qualitative data collection phase. 
3.5.2 Qualitative phase. 
3.5,2,1 Case selection. 
Representatives of both typical and extreme cases in the survey were the target 
interviewees. Among all those who expressed willingness to be interviewed, five 
representatives of typical cases and five representatives of extreme cases were identified. 
For instance, one participant was chosen because of her extremely low ratings in the 
survey - signalling very low acceptability of the targeted grammatical features. Two 
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other participants were selected because despite the majority of their responses matched 
the general trend, occasionally, they showed high acceptability for certain features. 
Another two participants were invited because they showed comparatively high 
acceptability towards the targeted features. The remaining five participants were 
representatives of the general trend. 
Some background information of these ten interviewees is show in Table 3.4 below: 
Table 3.4 
Background information of the interviewees 
Pseudonyms Gender Major Year Frequency of English communication 
Choe F Nursing 4 Every day — at work in the hospital (in 
the month when being interviewed) 
Spent half a year in Brazil as exchange 
student 
Donald M Fine Art 3 Once a week — talking to professors who 
do not speak Cantonese 
Ernest M Music 3 Once to twice a week — talking to 
professors who do not speak Cantonese 
Garrick M Psychology 2 丄 
Giddy M BBA 1 Twice a week - giving private tutorial to 
secondary school students 
Joyful M Social 2 / 
Science 
Lena F Humanities 4 One day in a week 一 working as the 
reception at an art gallery 
Ocean F Physics 1 _/ 
Priscil F Fine Art 3 Spent one semester in the USA as 
exchange student 
Sanders M Social 1 / 
Science 
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3.5.2.2 Interview protocol. 
The interview protocol was designed after gathering the data from the pilot study 
and around the results obtained from the acceptability survey in the quantitative phase. 
This is because the goal of the interviews was to elaborate on those results (Creswell & 
Piano Clark, 2011). Two broad directions were developed for the first half of the 
interview, which focused more on the targeted grammatical features. They are listed 
below with examples. 
1. To elicit the considerations behind the ratings of the sentences given on the survey. 
Example questions: 
- W h y do you (not) accept this sentence? 
- W h y do you find this sentence more (un)acceptable than the others? 
- D o you understand the meaning of this sentence? Why do you accept 
this sentence when you can understand its meaning, but not accept the 
other sentences when you can also understand its meaning? 
2. To leam in what contexts the presence of the targeted features are more acceptable. 
Example questions: 
- A r e there any contexts in which you think sentences with this type of 
feature are acceptable? 
- W h y do you think this sentence is acceptable in 
MSN/Facebook/face-to-face conversation? 
- H o w do you feel when you see/hear this on MSN/ in face-to-face 
conversation? 
The second half of interview paid more attention to the interviewees' perception 
on HKE in relation to the targeted grammatical features. Three directions were 
developed. The questions were modified from the interview questions or belief 
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statements employed in the studies by Crismore et al. (1996), He & Li (2009), Ng (2005), 
and Tmdgill (1974). They are listed below with examples: 
1. The interviewees' past experience of using English and their awareness about the 
English produced by local Hong Kong people, modified from Tmdgill (1974) and Ng 
(2005). 
Example questions: 
- H o w do you feel about the English produced by local Hong Kong 
people? 
- I s there anything you do not like about the way you use English? 
- H a v e your English even been criticised? 
- H a v e you ever been embarrassed by your English? 
- H a s anybody ever laughed at your English? 
- D o you think local Hong Kong people produce English differently from 
people of other places? If so, how? 
2. The interviewees' preferred variety of English in relation to perceived intelligibility 
of the variety and the social prestige and stigma of the non-standard features, modified 
from Crismore et al. (1996). 
Example questions: 
- D o you think that, if we want to be understood internationally, we have 
to use standard English, for example, standard British or standard 
American English produced by newsreaders and reporters? 
- D o you think foreigners (both native and non-native speakers) will not 
understand us if we talk to them in a kind of English full these [targeted] 
features? 
- D o you think if we do not use standard English, people (both from and 
outside Hong Kong) will think we are uneducated? 
- D o you think we will be less respected by others (both from and outside 
Hong Kong) if we produce English with these [targeted] features? 
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3. The interviewees' perception about HKE as an autonomous variety, modified from 
He & Li (2009). 
Example questions: 
- W h i c h one is more important in (international) communication, 
intelligibility or accuracy in grammar? How about fluency and 
accuracy in grammar? 
- D o you think that, like “Indian English" or “Singaporean English," 
Hong Kong should have its own variety of English? 
- D o you think Hong Kong is having its own variety of English now? 
Since "standard English" is abstract in nature, standard British and standard 
American English were used as examples in the interviewees to make it easier for the 
interviewees to comprehend the term. I explained to the interviewees that standard 
English does not equate to native varieties of English, and the English spoken by native 
speakers does not necessarily mean standard English. In addition, I explained to the 
interviewees the neutrality of the term "variety" before asking them questions about their 
perception of the status of HKE. 
The interview protocol was first piloted on two participants before it was used in 
the main data collection of the present study. 
3.5,2,3 Data collection. 
After selecting the 10 interviewees, I contacted them by phone. This was to 
confirm their willingness and availability to be interviewed, and to remind them that the 
interview would be audio-recorded. The interviewees were invited to choose a date and 
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time when they were available to do the interview. They were also invited to choose a 
quiet place where they felt comfortable to meet me. I tried to make the atmosphere a 
relaxed and friendly one, to reduce the pressure or nervousness the interviewees might 
have. Before the interview started, the interviewees were told the purpose of the study 
again. They were also asked if they were comfortable to do the interview in Cantonese, 
or if they would prefer to be interviewed in English. Each of the interviews lasted from 
63 to 84 minutes and was audio-recorded with a digital recorder. 
3.5.2.4 Data analysis. 
The present study employed a deductive content analysis, in which existing 
research studies help determine the initial coding scheme for the present study (Hsieh & 
Shannon, 2003). All the interviews were fully transcribed. Following the advice from 
Hsieh and Shannon (2003) and Forman and Damschroder (2008), when reading the 
transcript, I took research notes and highlighted the passages which explained the 
acceptability of the targeted grammatical features and the perceived status of HKE. 
Then I coded all highlighted passages with the predetermined codes identified in the 
studies discussed in Chapter 2. Passages that did not fit the predetermined codes were 
given new codes. 
Based on section 2.5, the predetermined codes for the data analysis include the 
intelligibility of the feature, the perceived intelligibility of the feature, social prestige of 
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the feature, social stigma of the feature, and the language user ’s past experience in school 
and out sicks school. Examples of the new codes that emerged during the analysis of the 
interview transcripts include the contexts in which the features appear, the perceived 
competence of the users of the feature, the perceived social status of the users of the 
feature, the perceived intention of the users of the feature and the perceived ownership of 
the English language. These themes will be further discussed in Chapters 4 and 5. 
Hsieh and Shannon (2005) remarked that with a deductive approach of analysis, 
the predetermined codes may lead the researchers to approach the data with bias. To 
minimise any potential bias, respondent feedback (Domyei, 2007) was obtained after the 
transcription and coding were completed. I sent a draft of the transcription of each 
interview to the corresponding interviewee. The interviewees could check if there was 
any misinterpretation of their responses and opinions, and if any important messages were 
overlooked. The interviewees were also welcome to provide supplement any 
information if they had more to tell or to clarify. This was to ensure that I had accurately 
transcribed and interpreted the participants' responses. 
3.6 Ethics 
In the email containing the acceptability survey that I sent to the participants, the 
purpose of the study was explained. The email also stressed that participation in the 
study was voluntary-based and the participants could withdraw from the study whenever 
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they wanted to do so. I also reminded the participants to sign the consent form, which 
was printed on the first page of the acceptability survey, if they agreed to complete the 
survey. 
The consent form explained the purpose of the study and stated that the identity 
and the responses of the participants will be kept strictly confidential. When filling in 
the survey, unless the participants agreed to be interviewed at a later time, they only 
needed to sign the consent form but needed not to write down their name. Pseudonyms 
are used when quoting the participants words directly from the interviews. 
Finally, all of the survey and interview responses collected are kept confidential. 
Other than me and authorised readers of this thesis, no other parties have access to the 
survey or interview data. 
3.7 Limitations 
One of the limitations of the methodological design for the present study is that 
the certainty of the participants when answering the acceptability survey is not looked 
into. It is unknown if the participants had made any changes to their answers or how 
often they had done so when filling in the survey. As changes “may have significant 
effect on the results reported," it is suggested that certainty of the answer or the number of 
changes made by the participants should be indicated (Ellis, 1991, p. 175). However, the 
present study did not include certainty or ask the participants to indicate the instances of 
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changes made, for the sake of keeping the survey short and minimising the chance of 
tiring out the participants. This limitation was complemented by the interviews, in 
which I asked the interviewees about their certainty in rating the sentences in the survey. 
Another limitation is that only two sample sentences for each targeted 
grammatical feature were given in the survey. For any given targeted feature, there may 
be different situations that may affect the acceptability of the feature, such as the 
complexity of the sentence. However, since the length of the survey had to be kept short, 
I relied on the interviews to explore the different situations in which features may appear. 
For example, I asked the interviewees about the difference of their acceptability of the 
targeted features when the sentence was longer or shorter, when the verbs involved were 
regular or irregular, when the prepositional phrase involved was frequently used or 
infrequently used. Oftentimes, the interviewees also actively brought up other situations 
in which the targeted features may be more or less acceptable. Therefore, through the 
interview, I was able to explore with the interviewees the difference in acceptability of the 
targeted features in different situations. 
3.8 Summary 
In short, to answer the four research questions, the present study adopts a 
sequential explanatory design within a mixed-method approach, in which the quantitative 
phase of data collection was followed by a qualitative one. 
7 3 
The first phase of data collection involved an acceptability survey which aimed to 
ask the participants to rate the acceptability of a range of grammatical features. To collect 
data for the first research question, three versions of the same acceptability survey were 
distributed to 52 local university undergraduates, who were the target participants in the 
present study. The means of certain survey items were calculated. Some findings of 
the survey were also used to answer the other research questions. 
Guided by participants' responses from the first phase of data collection, 
semi-structured interviews were conducted with 10 selected participants to address 
research questions 2-4. Recordings of the interviews were then transcribed and analysed 
with the deductive approach of content analysis. 
After looking at the methodological design of this study and the process of data 
collection and analysis, the results and findings elicited from the data will be discussed in 
the next chapter. 
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Chapter Four Findings and Discussion 一 Factors Affecting Acceptability of the 
Targeted Grammatical Features of HKE 
This chapter addresses mainly the first and the second research questions which 
are about local undergraduates' acceptability for the targeted grammatical features 
described in section 2.7 and the factors behind their decision. The ratings of the 
acceptability of these features gathered from the surveys will be shown and elaborated 
upon in the subsection that follows. Afterwards, induced from the interviews, the 
factors affecting the participants' ratings are discussed in terms of five aspects, namely, 
intelligibility of the expression, past English learning experience in school, everyday 
exposure to English, the contexts in which the targeted grammatical features appear, and 
participants' perceived competence and status of the users of the targeted features. The 
possible implications arising from the interview data are also highlighted. 
4.1 Acceptability of the Targeted Grammatical Features: An Overview 
In general, the targeted grammatical features in the present study are perceived to 
be unacceptable in standard English. As mentioned in section 3.4.1.2, the acceptability 
survey asked the participants = 52) to rate how acceptable they thought the targeted 
features were in standard English. The ratings obtained are presented in Table 4.1 below. 
To enhance the validity of the ratings in reflecting the acceptability of the targeted 
features, only ratings of those participants who had attempted to supply the standard 
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usage of the targeted features were counted. Ratings from the participants who did not 
attempt to supply the standard usage of the targeted features were not counted, since it 
was not certain whether these participants were aware of the targeted features involved. 
Table 4.1 
Frequencies and means of the acceptability of the targeted features 
Targeted grammatical features 1* 2 3 4 Don't Means 
(%) (%) (%) (%) know (%) (1-4) 
1. The lack of a necessary plural 
13.5** 27.9 40.4 12.5 3.9 2.43*** 
suffix —s for nouns 
2. Foregrounding of the subject 22.1 36.5 26.0 13.5 1.9 2.27 
3. The use of an invariant question 
20.2 28.9 26.9 15.4 8.7 2.20 
tag "isn't it" 
4. The use of a redundant plural 
P 25 26.9 29.8 13.5 4.8 2.19 
suffix - s for nouns 
5. The use of a redundant preposition 25 29.8 28.9 11.5 4.8 2.17 
6. The lack of a necessary 3%erson , 兑 ] 6 . 7 7.7 2.13 
singular - s for verbs 
7. The lack of past tense verbs for 
^ 19.2 33.7 26.0 8.7 2.9 2.09 
past events 
8. Variable occurrence of a necessary 
•. � 2 4 . 3 30.8 26.0 8.7 10.6 1.98 
preposition 
9. Variable occurrence of articles 19.2 43.3 23.1 5.8 8.7 1.98 
10. The lack of the copula-be 43.3 31.7 15.4 4.8 4.8 1.72 
11. The lack of the grammatical subject 45.2 21.2 13.5 3.9 16.4 1.43 
* 1: totally unacceptable; 2: slightly unacceptable; 3: slightly acceptable; 4: totally acceptable. 
** The percentage is rounded off to one digit after the decimal point. 
*** The mean is rounded off to two digits after the decimal point. 
It is shown in Table 4.1 that, in the scale from 1 to 4, apart from the lack of a necessary 
plural suffix -s for nouns which received a close-to-neutral rating of 2.43, the remaining 
10 features received ratings ranging from 2.27 to 1.43, which is within the range of being 
unacceptable. As a standard language refers to “the variety of a language which is 
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considered to be the norm" (Jenkins, 2009a, p.33), the low ratings the participants gave to 
the features indicate that the participants to a large extent did not consider these features 
as the norm in English and did not accept the use of these features. 
Despite the low acceptability the targeted features received, comparing Table 4.1 
and 4.2, there seems to be no fixed correlation between whether the participants knew the 
standard form of the features and how much they accepted these features. As described 
in section 3.4.1.2, participants of the survey were asked to write down the acceptable 
version of the sentences containing the features if they thought the sentences were 
unacceptable. The results are shown in Table 4.2. 
Table 4.2 
Participants' successfulness in showing the standard version of the targeted features 
Targeted grammatical features Successful Unsuccessful No attempts 
attempts (o/o) attempts (%) shown (%) 
1. The use of an invariant question tag "isn't it 96.08* 3.92 / 
2. The lack of past tense verbs for past events 93.85 / 6.15 
3. Foregrounding of the subject 93.44 1.64 4.92 
4. Variable occurrence of articles 89.23 4.62 6.15 
5. The lack of the copula-be 88.46 6.40 5.13 
6. The use of a redundant preposition 85.99 12.28 1.75 
7. The use of a redundant plural suffix —s for 
P 83.33 11.11 5.56 nouns 
8. Variable occurrence of a necessary 
� 80.70 14.04 5.26 
preposition 
9. The lack of a necessary person 
12.12 3.64 5.46 
singular - s for verbs 
10. The lack of the grammatical subject 71.01 14.49 14.49 
11. The lack of a necessary plural suffix —s for 
55.81 37.21 6.98 nouns 
* The percentage is rounded off to two digits after the decimal point. 
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Comparing Table 4.1 and Table 4.2, sometimes there is a negative correlation 
between participants' knowledge of the standard form of the features and the acceptability 
of the features. For instance, the lack of a necessary plural suffix —s for nouns, which 
has the least amount of participants (55.81%) who could supply its standard form, is the 
most acceptable feature (means = 2.43) among all the 11 features. Indeed, the high 
rating of acceptability this feature received can also mean that the participants simply 
could not spot the non-standard feature in the sentence. Therefore, the low level of 
familiarity with the standard form of the feature contributed to the high level of 
acceptability of the feature. Meanwhile, with 89.23% of the participants knowing its 
standard form, variable occurrence of articles is one of the least acceptable features 
(means = 1.98). 
However, some features possess a positive correlation between participants' 
knowledge of their standard form and their acceptability. For example, over 93% of the 
participants could provide the standard form for both the use of an invariant question tag 
"isn，t it" and foregrounding of the subject, but these two features are still comparatively 
much accepted (means = 2.27 and 2.20) by the participants. At the same time, although 
fewer participants (71.01%) could present the standard form of the lack of the 
grammatical subject, this feature is the least acceptable feature (means = 1.43). 
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If participants decided on the acceptability of a feature merely based on their 
knowledge of its standard usage, a feature should be less acceptable when more 
participants could point out its non-standard usage. However, as exhibited in the above 
analysis, this is not necessarily the case. There may be other factors that affected 
participants' decision on accepting the features. 
It is also found that features concerning nouns and sentence structure tend to 
receive higher ratings on acceptability than other targeted grammatical features. 
Referring to Table 4.1, the four features with the highest rating of acceptability are the 
lack of a necessary plural suffix —s for nouns, foregrounding of the subject, the use of an 
invariant question tag "isn，t it”, and the use of a redundant plural suffix —s for nouns, 
which are about nouns and sentence structure. A similar trend emerges in Table 4.3 as 
well. Participants of the survey were invited to write down "a better way" of producing 
the sentences even if they thought the sentences were acceptable. The percentages of 
the participants who had rated the sentences as acceptable and had written down the 
standard form of the sentences are shown in Table 4.3 below. It indicates that these 
participants accepted the sentences because they did think the sentences were acceptable 




Percentage of the features accepted by participants with awareness of their standard 
usage 
Targeted grammatical features 
1. The lack of a necessary plural suffix - s for nouns 12.50* 
2. The lack of the grammatical subj ect 12.50 
3. The use of an invariant question tag "isn't it" 11.54 
4. The lack of a necessary person singular —s for verbs 11.54 
5. The use of a redundant plural suffix —s for nouns 10.58 
6. Foregrounding of the subject 10.58 
7. The lack of past tense verbs for past events 10.58 
8. The use of a redundant preposition 9.62 
9. Variable occurrence of articles 4.81 
10. Variable occurrence of a necessary preposition 2.89 
11. The lack of the copula-be 
* The percentage is rounded off to two digits after the decimal point. 
Conforming to Table 4.1, in Table 4.3, the non-standard usage of the features 
relating to nouns and sentence structure were most aware by the participants 
(10.58-12.50%), yet, they were still accepted. Since the survey data cannot reveal how 
the participants made their choices, analysis of the interviews are presented in the next 
section to find out the factors affecting the acceptability of the targeted features. 
4.2 Factors Affecting the Acceptability of the Targeted Grammatical Features 
10 survey participants were interviewed. They talked about why they found 
some sentences more acceptable or others less. Although the interviewees had different 
perceptions about different targeted grammatical features, there was a general consensus 
that their perceptions were affected by 11 factors. These factors are discussed in this 
subsection. 
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4.2.1 Intelligibility of the expression. 
In general, when the interviewees thought they could understand the sample 
sentence in the survey, they would accept the presence of the non-standard grammatical 
feature in the sentence. 
4,2.1.1 Perceived completeness of meaning. 
In line with Ng's (2005) and Li's (2009) study, all the interviewees pointed out 
that the main purpose for communication was to get the message across. Therefore, 
when the interviewees thought that the presence of the non-standard feature in an 
expression had not impeded the transmission of the meaning of that expression, the main 
purpose for communication was fulfilled, and they would accept the presence of the 
feature. This is illustrated by Giddy in Excerpt 4.1 concerning a sentence with the lack of 
a necessary person singular —s for verbs: 
Giddy: For me, the main purpose of communication is to understand. 
For me, it's like, as long as I can understand its meaning, I'll accept it. 
And this doesn't really affect my comprehension. So I think it's 
acceptable. 
(Excerpt 4.1) 
Indeed, one interviewee, Lena in Excerpt 4.2 below, even pointed out explicitly 
that she thought the ability to communicate and the ability to conform to grammar could 
be seen as separate matters. 
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Lena: I think, communication and whether the sentence fulfils all 
grammatical rules can be seen separately. Communication-wise，there's 
grammar stuff that don't really affect the meanings or make you conflise. 
I can accept those. 
(Excerpt 4.2) 
Lena had a part time job which requires her to work at the reception in an art gallery 
every Sunday. The job provided chances for Lena to talk to English speakers from 
different countries, such as Britain, Italy, Japan and Russia. Lena leamt from her 
experience that following grammar rules was not essential for successful communication. 
This let Lena think that intelligibility was most important for communication. This kind 
of attitude is similar to the responses in Ng's (2005) study (see section 2.5.1), in which all 
the working adult participants placed more importance on the "functionality and 
practicality of a language" than accuracy of grammar (p.47). As long as non-standard 
features did not cause confusion in communication, they would be accepted. This 
suggests that, the influence of intelligibility on acceptability of non-standard features is 
especially evident in contexts where people are using English, such as at work, rather than 
learning English, such as in schools. 
In contrast with maintaining a comprehensible sentence, when the interviewees 
thought they had problems in understanding the sentence in the survey, they would not 
accept the targeted grammatical features. This includes both when the interviewees 
could not understand the sentence, and when they had to make guesses to understand it. 
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This is exemplified by Ernest in Excerpt 4.3 below: 
Ernest: But for this sentence, what's he (or she) trying to say?! He (or 
she) wants to say he (or she) is very bored or the other people are boring, 
or we are very bored. So, he (or she) can't even say what's or who are 
boring or bored. Or generally morning is something boring? He (or she) 
can't describe the situation at all. 
(Excerpt 4.3) 
Ernest was trying to explain why he did not accept the sentence "in the morning very 
boring." Without the ability to retrieve a complete meaning, the sentence with the 
non-standard feature became unacceptable for him. Indeed, Ernest also pointed out that 
some "mistakes," such as using a wrong particle in a phrasal verb, might give a meaning 
to others that was totally different from the intended meaning, which was much more 
serious than simply causing confusion. Therefore, in addition to not accepting the 
non-standard features when they felt that the completeness of the meaning was impeded, 
Ernest, like other interviewees, also rejected the non-standard features when he 
considered that they may potentially cause confusion. 
However, different interviewees had different opinions concerning which 
non-standard features were potentially confusing and which were not. Three 
interviewees pointed out that they were not sure whether some targeted features, such as 
the lack of a necessary plural suffix —s for nouns, the lack of a necessary 3”^ person 
singular -s for verbs, and the lack of the copula-be, would cause confusion when the 
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interlocutors were English speakers who do not know Cantonese. Yet, they did not think 
these targeted features would impede the transmission of meaning when the interlocutors 
were local Hong Kong people. In this context, the targeted features would be accepted. 
This implies that the intelligibility of the expression relates closely to the audience in 
communication. Indeed, in Edwards's (2010) study about Dutch English, a participant 
also stated that when the works "produced by Dutch authors... are mostly intended to be 
read by other Dutch people... Dutch style elements might well be considered acceptable" 
(p.22). Hence, when people thought the non-standard features would be intelligible to 
the target audience, the features would become more acceptable. 
4,2.1.2 Perceived complexity of the sentence structure and the idea expressed. 
Perceived complexity of the expression related closely to the intelligibility of the 
expression. There was a consensus among all interviewees that when the structure of 
the sentence looked simple to them, and/or when the length of the sentence looked short 
to them, in general, it would be easy for them to understand the sentence. When they 
had not experienced difficulties in retrieving the meaning of the sentence, they would 
accept the non-standard features in the sentence. However, when the interviewees 
thought that the sentence they were encountering was a long and/or complex one, they 
tended not to accept the non-standard feature in the sentence, as demonstrated by Donald 
in Excerpt 4.4 below: 
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Donald: If the meaning of the sentence is clear, and the grammar doesn't 
affect much, because being able to communicate is the most important 
point, but if the sentence itself is already long and complicated, there's a 
bunch of things you [the listener] have to listen to, and you [the speaker] 
still have to put something wrong on top of that, then it'll be very 
complicated, very wrong, and no one will understand what he (or she) 
wants to say. 
(Excerpt 4.4) 
Donald thought that he had to spend more effort on comprehending long and complex 
sentences. When there was a non-standard feature in the sentence, he would have to 
spend extra effort on clearing the confusion in meaning that the feature creates. Since he 
thought the feature was impeding the transmission of meaning, he found the non-standard 
features existing in this circumstance less acceptable. Yet, what constituted a long or 
complex sentence varied among interviewees. It depended on whether the interviewees 
thought they could remember and comprehend the whole sentence. Therefore, rather 
than the objective analysis of the syntactic structure of the sentence, this relates to the 
English proficiency of the interviewees as well. 
Not accepting features in long and complex sentences also relates to the perceived 
competence of the speakers or writers. The interviewees in general thought that when 
the sentence was long and complex, people should have thought of how to say it or 
checked its grammar before saying it or writing it, as illustrated by Ocean in Excerpt 4.5 
below: 
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Ocean: When the sentence is that long, you should have proofread it 
before you send it out. So when you really have processed it before you 
send it out, and you're still wrong after you've thought about it, you really 
have a problem. 
(Excerpt 4.5) 
Ocean thought that people did not have to spend so much effort on creating short 
sentences. Because of the small amount of effort spent, there might be some minor 
mistakes. However, Ocean believed that it required people's conscious effort in forming 
long sentences, so if there were still non-standard features, the features would not be 
accepted. This indicates that apart from intelligibility, the interviewees also paid 
attention to whether the features were slips or errors. Non-standard features that were 
considered to be slips and mistakes would be accepted but those that were considered to 
be errors would not be accepted. In addition, this conforms to Milroy and Milroy's 
(1999) observation (see section 2.1.1 in Chapter 2) that non-standard features are not 
accepted because their users are stigmatised as incapable to use "correct" English. Thus, 
the disapproval for the non-standard features is indeed directed to their users. The 
notions of mistakes and errors, and perceived competence of the users will be further 
discussed in section 4.2.5.1. 
In addition to long and complex sentences, seven interviewees did not accept 
non-standard features appearing in ideas that were perceived to be complex and abstract, 
as shown by Lena in Excerpt 4.6 below: 
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Lena: It depends... on the idea expressed by the sentence. When the 
idea is complicated or very abstract, that person should pay more attention 
to get things right, to spend more resources on expressing the idea clearly. 
Otherwise it'll be confusing. But when the idea is simple, then although 
there's something wrong, I can still get it, so it's okay. 
(Excerpt 4.6) 
Lena expected that when the people realised they were expressing something complicated, 
they would have spent more effort on forming the sentence. They should have tried to 
minimise the occurrence of non-standard features in their sentences, so as to avoid 
confusion. When people could not demonstrate what Lena expected they should have 
done, such as to produce an intelligible sentence without non-standard features, Lena 
would find the features less acceptable. This is because Lena considered those people 
failed to fulfil the main purpose of communication. These opinions, which were shared 
by six other interviewees, and all the opinions presented in this subsection corroborate to 
what Sewell (2010) suggested in section 2.5.1 that there is a positive relationship between 
intelligibility and acceptability. 
4.2.2 Past experience of learning English in school. 
All the interviewees learnt English in school and use English mostly in school. 
What the interviewees experienced in their schools, such as the instruction they received 
from teachers, had a huge impact on their sensitivity and acceptability to the non-standard 
grammatical features targeted in the present study. 
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4,2.2J Negative feelings towards the feature. 
Although all interviewees agreed that making oneself understandable was most 
important for communication, there were also instances where interviewees could not 
accept the presence of the non-standard features even though they could understand the 
sentence well. For instance, having done a lot of drilling in school for particular 
grammar items, the use of the non-standard features would become very obvious and 
annoying to the interviewees. This is illustrated by Joyful in Excerpt 4.7 as he 
explained why he did not accept the use of an invariant question tag ‘‘isn，t it" even 
though he had no problem understanding the sentences. 
Joyful: Actually I think this feature is quite pointless. I don't really care 
whether it's "isn't it" or aren't you" that's at the back. I don't really look 
at it. So personally, I don't really care. But again, it's something which 
you've received much drilling in school. It's too obvious that he (or she) 
is wrong. 
(Excerpt 4.7) 
Indeed, when asking the interviewees why they did not accept certain 
non-standard features, their first response was often because they found the presence of 
the features very uncomfortable to the eyes. When the interviewees were asked why this 
was so, they sometimes failed to give an explanation and responded that the features 
simply stood out unpleasantly. But more often, many interviewees responded that it was 
because the standard usage of the grammar items was so much emphasised in school that 
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they knew very well that the non-standard features were not "correct." Therefore, the 
more instruction the interviewees had received in school, the more negative feelings they 
had towards the non-standard features, and the more unacceptable they thought the 
features were. In fact, having said that he did not care about the targeted feature and yet 
being so sensitive to the targeted feature, Joyful demonstrated that the teaching method 
adopted in his school had a huge impact on him. It seems that the prescriptive grammar 
approach adopted in school had made Joyful automatically and subconsciously refuse all 
non-standard usages of English, and find the existence of the non-native features 
"pointless." 
Joyful's attitude is in line with what Sewell (2010) suggested with the somatic 
marker hypothesis, as discussed in section 2.5.3, that people's past experience constituted 
their physiological response for certain scenarios. For instance, when the interviewees 
had received much instruction from school which compelled them to use English in the 
standard way, they would experience some uncomfortable physiological responses, as 
negative somatic makers, when they encountered non-standard usages in the future. 
This may explain why interviewees first felt very irritated about the features, before they 
could explain they felt awkward because they had leamt from school that the features 
were "wrong." Robinson (2003) also highlighted that somatic markers often work 
outside consciousness (see section 2.5.3 in Chapter 2). Hence, while people are able to 
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feel that certain language features are "bad," they may not be able to explain why it is so. 
This may account for some interviewees' failure to explain their negative feelings towards 
the targeted features, that their awkwardness might arise from their past learning 
experience in school which prohibited them from using non-standard English. 
In addition to the instruction received from school, the perceived level of difficulty 
of the feature, the prevalence of the use of the grammar items, and the interviewees' 
perceived familiarity with the feature also led to the negative feelings towards the features. 
These three factors will be discussed in the following subsection, and in sections 4.2.3.1 
and 4.2.3.2. 
4.2.2.2 Perceived level of difficulty of the feature. 
The instruction the interviewees received in school affected their perceived level 
of difficulty of a certain grammatical item. In general, the more difficult the 
interviewees thought the standard usage of the targeted feature was, the more acceptable 
that feature would be. This is because when the interviewees, based on their learning 
experience in school, considered the standard usage of a feature was taught at a relatively 
advanced level, such as CE- and A-Level, they would also consider it normal for people 
to make mistakes when using those grammar items. Therefore, they tended to accept the 
use of the non-standard features in a sense of forgiving the mistakes made by others. 
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By the same token, if the grammar items were perceived to be very elementary, 
the presence of the non-standard feature would not be accepted. This is illustrated by 
Priscil in Excerpt 4.8 below for why she did not accept the lack ofpast tense verbs for 
past events in the sentence “I talk with them yesterday until four o'clock": 
Priscil: For example, even for past, there are different tenses, for example 
if you're being confused by those, for example, if you're mixing past 
perfect or past perfect continuous or present perfect or those stuff, then it's 
easier to accept. But if you're wrong even for simple present or simple 
past tense, it's too obvious, and there's a phrase in the sentence to tell you 
it's simple past tense. It's so awkward to the eyes. Everybody knows 
you have to change it to past tense. You leamt it in primary two. And 
it's been told to you for a hundred thousand times when you were studying 
in school. It's too basic. So it's hard for me to accept it... And there's 
no conjunction, I mean, it's a simple sentence, there's no different time[s 
and aspects]. So it's not acceptable. 
(Excerpt 4.8) 
For Priscil, different tenses and aspects were of various levels of difficulty. Some past 
tenses were perceived to be in a more advanced level, and thus it was more 
understandable when people were not using them in the standard way. Yet, since simple 
past tense was something for which she had received extensive instructions and training 
from school teachers when she was small, Priscil considered that there should be no 
reason for someone who cannot get it right. The time word "yesterday" in the sentence 
made it even more obvious that past tense should be used. Indeed, “mistakes of a low 
level," "mistakes that are too stupid," “things that are too easy," and "things that you 
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shouldn't really need to think about" were common reasons among the interviewees when 
they were asked why they did not accept certain features. All these perceptions were 
generated from the interviewees' learning experience. In other words, when the school 
had given an interviewee an impression that certain grammar items were very simple and 
straight-forward in English (for example, when a time word indicating the past is present 
in the sentence, past tense should be used), the participants would tend not to accept the 
non-standard features. 
Although the targeted features tended to be less acceptable when their standard 
version was regarded as easy, it was not necessary for interviewees to accept all the 
standard grammar items that were considered difficult. In fact, there seemed to be a 
threshold in the interviewees' mind concerning the perceived level of difficulty of the 
standard grammar items. When the interviewees considered certain items too advanced, 
they would not accept the non-standard usage of those items, as shown by Lena in 
Excerpt 4.9 below: 
Lena: Because question tag is something more advanced. Usually you 
won't use question tag. So, when you do use it, you should really have 
thought about it when using it. So if you've already processed it and 
you're still incorrect, then there's a problem... You have to be clear about 
everything and be really confident, then you can use question tags. So 
when that person really dares to use it, that person should really have 
thought about it. 
(Excerpt 4.9) 
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The interviewees tended to accept the non-standard features of the grammar items which 
were perceived to be difficult because they empathised with the language user. When 
their interlocutor was also an ESL learner, interviewees perceive that he or she might also 
share similar problems in learning, thus using, the grammar items which the interviewees 
had had difficulties. Therefore, they would accept his or her production of the 
non-standard features. However, the interviewees also thought in daily communication, 
there was no need to use "advanced" grammar items. Therefore, if the interlocutor 
chose to apply an advanced item but failed to apply it in the standard way, the 
interviewees would not sympathise him or her. The non-standard features would not be 
tolerated, thus not accepted. 
The opinions from Priscil and Lena, which were endorsed by six other 
interviewees, once again show that the rejection for the non-standard features was a kind 
of rejection for the users of such features. As discussed in section 2.1.1 (Chapter 2), 
people see the use of non-standard features as signs of "stupidity" and “ignorance,” and 
thus, discriminate against their users (Milroy & Milroy, 1999). Hence, the underlying 
reason for refusing the targeted features might not be the elementariness of the standard 
usage of the features, but the disapproval for the users' incompetence in using English. 
4.2.3 Everyday exposure to English. 
The use of English in the participants' daily life affected how they accepted the 
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use of the targeted features in three ways, namely how prevalent the standard usage and 
the non-standard usage of the grammar items were, how familiar the interviewees 
considered they were with the standard usage of the grammar item, and how distinctive 
the targeted features were in what the interviewees considered "Hong Kong style" 
English. 
4.2.3,1 Prevalence of the grammar item. 
When the interviewees had always encountered the standard usage of the grammar 
items, the non-standard features would become unacceptable, as exemplified by Ernest in 
Excerpt 4.10 below about the lack ofpast tense verbs for past events: 
Ernest: It's indeed how common the usage of the word is that matters 
more. For example, the verb isn't a common one, and you don't know 
how to change it [to past tense], then, it'll be less awkward to the eyes. 
The main reason for this to be awkward is because you always see these 
words, and so, you got no reason to be wrong. If you'll still wrong, it'll 
be very awkward. 
(Excerpt 4.10) 
To Ernest, non-standard usage of the past tense form of verbs such "go," "eat," and "talk" 
would be very noticeable to and negatively received by the interviewees. It is because 
the standard form of the past tense of these verbs was commonly used in everyday life, 
and these verbs also always appeared in “verb tables" which are distributed by school to 
students to leam and recite the past tense and past participle form of verbs. Because of 
this, the interviewees expected that people should be very familiar with the standard form 
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of the items, and it would be very obvious to the interviewees when the past tense was not 
formed properly. On the contrary, the non-standard form of those items that the 
interviewees seldom encountered, and were seldom mentioned in school, for example the 
past tense form of the verbs "hew" and "shear," would be more acceptable. It is because 
the low usage of these items implies people's unfamiliarity with them, therefore, the 
non-standard usage would be less obvious to the interviewees. 
Interestingly, if the non-standard usage of the grammar items were considered 
prevalent, it would enjoy a higher acceptability, as exhibited by Giddy and Priscil in 
Except 4.11 below: 
Giddy: I found it odd, but, because more and more people are using 
"gave to,’’ so, I think it's getting more acceptable. So I think it's just 
slightly unacceptable, it's not that unacceptable. 
Priscil: For example, when everybody makes the same mistake, then it 
may be less obvious for me to notice. For example, like, "peoples" is 
very obvious, but for those [words like] ‘‘works,，’ "furnitures," people 
always make mistakes. So it's more acceptable. 
(Excerpt 4.11) 
For instance, Giddy and Priscil found the use of a redundant preposition in "give 
to" and the use of a redundant plural suffix -s for nouns in "furnitures" easier to accept 
because they often heard other people say so. When many people with whom the 
interviewees communicated were not using the items in the standard way, the 
non-standard usage would not be considered awkward, thus more acceptable. In other 
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words, interviewees' acceptability to the non-standard features relates to the people the 
interviewees encountered. If the standard form of a grammar item was prevalent among 
those people, the interviewees would find the non-standard feature unacceptable, and vice 
versa. This resonates with Van Rooy's (2010) remark that "the diffusion of linguistic 
features through social interaction" facilitates language change (p. 17). Hence, when the 
more local Hong Kong people are adopting the non-standard features, these features will 
possibly be more acceptable in the future. 
4,2.3.2 Perceived familiarity with the feature. 
When the interviewees considered they were not familiar with the standard usage 
of the grammar items, the non-standard usage would be more acceptable to them. When 
the interviewees were unable to tell whether the non-standard features were standard or 
not, they tended to show a higher acceptability to those features. This is shown by 
Garrick in Excerpt 4.12 below, in which he explained his acceptance for variable 
occurrence of a necessary preposition. 
Garrick: Because my English is not good enough, I'm not sure about it, 
so the acceptability is higher. If I knew it, the acceptability may be 
different, maybe lower. 
(Excerpt 4.12) 
The way that Garrick related his perceived low proficiency in English to his low 
familiarity with the grammar items and his high acceptability of the non-standard features 
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signals that Garrick would not accept the non-standard features if he was more proficient 
in English. This is again related to the learning experience that Garrick had in school, 
which seems to have passed on a thought that proficient English speakers do not accept 
non-standard usage. 
Apart from his perceived low proficiency in English, Garrick was unfamiliar with 
the standard usage of the grammar items also because the people he encountered did not 
always use the items standardly. Hence, the interviewees' perceived familiarity with the 
feature also relates to the prevalence of the standard grammar items, as discussed above. 
In addition to Garrick, Ocean and Donald in Excerpt 4.13 below also expressed 
that they knew they were less aware of some non-standard features listed in the survey 
because they were not familiar with them. But they did not mind so, for they thought 
they could do nothing much about it. 
Ocean: If I don't realise it, then just let it muddle along. But if I realise 
it, well, then I realise it, then I know it's not correct. 
Donald: For things outside my knowledge, I don't really care, as long as 
I can understand them. But for those things [whose usage] I remember, 
then it's not okay. I'll adhere to the knowledge that I have. But I can't 
help it if I don't know it. 
(Excerpt 4.13) 
For them, it was more important when they could be aware of the non-standard usage of 
the grammar items with which they were familiar. Like Donald, seven interviewees 
tended to upkeep the standard usage of the grammar items which they knew what the 
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Standard form should be. Therefore, the more familiar the interviewees were with the 
standard grammar items, the less acceptable the non-standard features would be. In 
addition, the perceived familiarity is always related to the school experience of the 
interviewees. The interviewees always aligned with what the school taught them and 
viewed standard English as the norm. This indicates that the school has a huge impact 
on the perception of the interviewees. 
4.2,3.3 Perceived distinctiveness of the feature as “Hong Kong style, ” 
When the interviewees considered the non-standard features as a kind of 
"Chinglish" or Hong Kong style English (港式英語),the features would become 
unacceptable. For instance, Donald in Excerpt 4.14 below associated Hong Kong style 
English with poor intelligibility. 
Donald: It's very Hong Kong style (港式).It's like a slogan, very short 
and simple. It's too Cantonese. In Hong Kong, it's understandable to 
other Hongkongers. But if you use this in foreign places, people will 
really have lots of question marks. They may understand it, but they may 
not. They may laugh, it's so much Hong Kong style English (港式英語). 
(Excerpt 4.14) 
As Donald thought people from other places might not understand Hong Kong style 
English, he rated lowly for the non-standard features. Similarly, Sanders in Excerpt 4.15 
also found the non-standard features unacceptable because he regarded them as Chinglish. 
Sanders: Because it's typical Chinglish... It's very obvious that it's 
directly translated from Cantonese. It's like, it looks a bit strange in 
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English. But when you think of the meaning of the sentence in Cantonese, 
it totally makes sense. I mean, you can get the complete meaning if you 
read the sentence in Cantonese. 
(Excerpt 4.15) 
Tsui and Bunton (2000) defined Chinglish as "a derogatory term which refers to 
English sentences containing features of Chinese syntax or lexical items which are 
directly translated from Chinese" (p.289). To the general public, Chinglish is "seen as 
synonymous with poor grammar" (Bunton & Tsui, 2002，p.68) and is simply a kind of 
English "riddled with errors in need of eradication" (Bolton & Lim, 2000, p.438). In 
other words, Chinglish is perceived as bad English and is a term full of social stigma. 
Since the label is so pejorative, when the interviewees, like Sanders, considered the 
non-standard features as Chinglish, the features would not be accepted, even though the 
feature had not impeded the interviewees' understanding of the sentence. This matches 
with Bao's (2003) observation that low acceptability of the non-standard features is linked 
to their social stigma. In addition, nine interviewees did not distinguish between 
Chinglish and Hong Kong style English. They used both terms interchangeably to refer 
"poor grammar" and "direct translation of Cantonese to English." More about the 
influence of the negative connotation of "Chinglish" and "Hong Kong style" on the status 
of HKE will be discussed in section 5.2.1.2 (Chapter 5). 
Three out of the ten interviewees were neutral towards the non-standard features 
being Hong Kong style. One of them is Ocean in Excerpt 4.16 below. 
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Ocean: I can imagine his/her tone of saying it. It's really colloquial. 
He or she is probably really very bored so he or she says this... It's not 
really whether there's solidarity or not. But I know that person must be a 
Hongkonger. 
(Excerpt 4.16) 
Concerning the sentence "in the morning very boring," Ocean in Excerpt 4.16 
expressed that based on the sentence structure, she could relate to the speaker's feeling. 
However, although there was no negative association to the Hong Kong style of this 
sentence, this sentence also did not bring her any sense of solidarity. Therefore, 
although there seemed to be no social stigma linked to the feature, there was also no 
obvious positive evidence towards accepting the feature. 
4.2.4 Contexts in which the features appear. 
Although the targeted grammatical features received low ratings on acceptability 
in the surveys (as shown before in Table 4.1), the survey participants seemed to be more 
lenient when they were asked to write down the contexts in which they considered those 
sentences acceptable. As shown in Figure 4.1 below, in general, although almost half of 
the participants thought the features would not be accepted in any contexts, a proportion 
of the participants (42.6%) wrote that the features would be acceptable in daily 
face-to-face conversation and computer-mediated communication (CMC) including MSN, 
SMS and Facebook. In this subsection, the reasons why the participants accepted the 
presence of the features in these contexts are discussed. 
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4,2.4,1 Computer-mediated communication in MSN，SMS，and Facebook, 
MSN (The Microsoft Network) Messenger is a free instant messaging service 
which allows its users to have synchronous one-to-one communication with others 
(Bodomo, 2010, p.61-62). SMS (short message service) is a kind of text communication 
where two or more people communicate by receiving and sending messages from their 
mobile phones (Bodomo, 2010, p. 110), whereas Facebook is an online social network 
which enables users to have one-to-one and one-to-many communication (Bodomo, 2010， 
P.316). The interviewees accepted the presence of the non-standard features in these 
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online platforms mainly because of their perceived emphasis on comprehensibility over 
standard usage and on speed. 
There was a general agreement among the interviewees that when communicating 
in MSN, SMS and Facebook, accuracy in grammar was unimportant. This is because, 
like offline communication, maintaining intelligibility overrides grammatical accuracy. 
As Ocean in Excerpt 4.17 explained, as long as interlocutors could understand each other 
in a conversation, they would not pay so much attention to the accuracy in grammar. 
Ocean: Because no one really cares about [grammar] when you're on the 
Internet, everybody's like, it okay when we can get the meaning. The one 
who types doesn't really care, and the one who reads doesn't really care as 
well, and I understand it anyway. 
(Excerpt 4.17) 
In line with Lee's (2007a, 2007b) studies on practices in online instant messaging, my 
interviewees saw these three kinds of CMC as informal and for social use, because they 
mostly performed exchanges on MSN, SMS and Facebook with their close friends. As 
the interviewees perceived the communication to be very casual and that building rapport 
with their friends was more important than maintaining the standard usage of English, 
they cared less about grammar, thus showed a higher acceptability to the non-standard 
features. 
More specifically, Sanders in Excerpt 4.18 said that he found the non-standard 
features more acceptable in MSN, because he perceived that in this medium, people 
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always wrote in incomplete sentences. 
Sanders: Because in msn, oftentimes, you write in fragments anyway, so 
it's easier to accept these grammar things... It's like, when you write in 
fragments, it's like, a sign to show that you don't really care, you are more 
casual, you just want to chat and don't care about whether it's a complete 
sentence or an incomplete sentence. So, this "atmosphere" makes you not 
care about the grammar stuff. You don't have to be serious about the 
grammar anyway. 
(Excerpt 4.18) 
Indeed, W. Poon (2005) has also pointed out that sentences in synchronous chatgroups 
bore many spoken features and were quite loosely structured (p. 10). For Sanders, these 
features denoted that the atmosphere for chatting in MSN was a causal one, leading him 
to pay even less attention to using language standardly and accurately. 
While agreeing with all other interviewees that it was a habit for people to 
disregard grammar on CMC, Giddy also expressed that the non-standard features might 
not necessarily be a result of carelessness, but a kind of intention to shorten the distance 
with the interlocutors. As shown in Excerpt 4.19 below: 
Giddy: I know people sometimes do that deliberately to shorten the 
distance with the people who are less proficient in English. Because you 
know, not everyone is that good in English. We are university students. 
But others may not. So you don't want to make yourself look perfect. 
(Excerpt 4.19) 
Giddy was aware that some people, such as university students, might be more proficient 
in English than others. Therefore, when chatting with people who were perceived to be 
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not so proficient in English, people might not choose to communicate in standard English 
to those interlocutors. In other words, those non-standard features might be employed 
deliberately with awareness rather than casually. Producing the non-standard features 
could be a move to converge with the interlocutors with lower proficiency in English. 
According to Speech Accommodation Theory, speakers shift their style "based on their 
social-psychological adjustment to the addressee" (Wolfram & Schilling-Estes, 2006). 
By convergence, speakers make their speech to become more similar to that of the 
addressees, to show their desire to communicate and to let the addresses feel more at ease 
(Wolfram & Schilling-Estes, 2006). 
In addition to seeing intelligibility as more crucial than the standard usage of 
grammar, the priority given to speed also raised the acceptability of the non-standard 
features. As a kind of instant messaging device, interviewees exchanged messages 
rapidly on MSN to assimilate real-time, face-to-face communication (Squire, 2010, p.462; 
Lee, 2007b). They were aware that this was possibly done in the expense of using 
English non-standardly. Yet, keeping the conversation in progress was more important 
for them. For example, Lena in Excerpt 4.20 below explained that speed was such an 
important factor in MSN that as long as the main idea of the message was understood, she 
would ignore the non-standard features and even parts of the content which she reckoned 
as insignificant. 
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Lena: Because it's quick, you won't really pay attention to everything. 
Very often, as long as you sort of understand it, you'll move on, you won't 
really pick things out. Even if you don't fully understand it, you'll also 
move on to the next line, so, you're like, being pushed by the speed. So, 
the intention for having a chat is greater understanding everything... So, 
as long as I understand, if the grammar stuff isn't affecting much, I don't 
really mind... Even though there may be something wrong in grammar, the 
conversation can still progress. But if you spend time on writing, 
checking the grammar stuff and making clarification every time, then, the 
conversation will be hindered. 
(Excerpt 4.20) 
Lena could tolerate having a smooth conversation with some non-standard features that 
did not affect comprehensibity than to spend time on checking the standard usage. It is 
because for her, the latter would hinder the flow of the conversation. Therefore, 
upkeeping the speed of conversation became an important factor for Lena to accept the 
non-standard features. Indeed, using "non-standard" spelling and grammar has become a 
key feature in the so-called Netspeak (Crystal, 2006), an emerging genre of language 
specific to the CMC context. 
The habit of keeping a high speed in typing in synchronous communication had 
even affected interviewees' acceptability to the non-standard features in asynchronous 
online communication, as illustrated by Joyful in Excerpt 4.21 below: 
Joyful: Yes, you don't have any time constraints when you're typing 
status update. But I think it may be a kind of habit. You're so used to 
type quick on a computer keyboard, so, you simply type closing your eyes. 
It doesn't matter if you're really in a hurry or not, you simply type the 
same quick for Facebook, MSN, ICQ, if people are still using that, right, 
that kind of stuff. You don't really pay attention, you don't really check, 
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you don't really care. 
(Excerpt 4.21) 
Joyful pointed out that although people could have plenty of time to update their 
Facebook status, which is a short message to report on what they are doing at the moment 
of writing, they still typed very quickly on Facebook and did not proofread before they 
posted their messages. Regardless of whether it was synchronous or asynchronous 
communication, as long as it was perceived to be a kind of informal exchange, people 
would write casually. As Joyful considered people updated their Facebook status in the 
same way and with the same attitude as they were doing instant messaging, he received 
those updates with a corresponding attitude too. This raised his acceptability to the 
non-standard features appearing on Facebook. 
4,2,4,2 Daily face-to-face conversation. 
Comparing to CMC, more participants in the survey thought the sentences with 
the targeted features would have been more acceptable in daily face-to-face conversation. 
Referring to Figure 4.1, as presented in section 4.2.4, while 17.1% of the participants 
accepted the features to appear in CMC, 25.5% accepted the presence of the features in 
daily face-to-face conversation. Participants showed a higher degree of acceptability in 
conversation mainly because they admitted that the targeted features would be less 
noticeable to the ears, and because of the limited time available in conversation, they 
were more tolerant to the non-standard features produced by the interlocutors. 
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The interviewees acknowledged that in CMC, they read messages from a screen, 
which made it easier for them to spot the presence of the non-standard features. But in 
face-to-face conversation, they could only listen to their interlocutors, making it harder 
for them to spot the non-standard features. This was especially the case when the 
features were not individual lexical items but part of the morphological structure of a 
word, for example, the plural suffix —s for nouns, the person singular —s for verbs and 
the past tense marker -ed for verbs. This may explain why, as shown in Figure 4.1, the 
lack of a necessary plural suffix —s for nouns, the lack of a necessary person singular 
—s for verbs, and the lack ofpast tense verbs for past events are three of the features with 
the highest acceptability in daily oral communication. Indeed, in association with 
phonology, two interviewees reported that it might be easier for them to spot it when the 
inflectional markings were [iz] and [id]. But when the markings were simply [s] and [d], 
due to the speed in speaking, it was not surprising that they could not spot whether the 
markings were present or not. The higher acceptability for the targeted features that 
exists in face-to-face conversation than in CMC suggests that the interviewees exhibited a 
higher acceptability of non-standard features in speech than in writing. 
Even the interviewees were aware of the non-standard features produced by the 
speaker, they tended to forgive him/her, as exemplified by Choe in Excerpt 4.22 below: 
Choe: I think in verbal communication, the time allowed for you to think 
of what to say and how to say is very short. So, maybe, the chance for 
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you to be wrong is higher. But because you can get response immediately, 
so, for example, you can clarify immediately, so it's okay. 
(Excerpt 4.22) 
Similar to the emphasis on speed in CMC, Choe thought that in face-to-face conversation, 
people only had limited time to plan their utterance. As a non-native English speaker 
herself, Choe empathised with the speaker and understood that the context might lead to 
the production of non-standard features. As discussed in previous subsections, mutual 
understanding was perceived to be most crucial in communication. Therefore, when the 
features did not impede the completeness of meaning, they would be accepted. 
Lena in Excerpt 4.23 explained that she accepted variable occurrence of articles 
in face-to-face conversation because she did not think it is something non-standard. 
Lena: Because some people do add some articles or something in the 
sentences without a reason when they are speaking. For example, add a 
"the," a "that," or an “a” in the sentence randomly... When I'm hearing it, 
I'll feel, it's just a sound that fills up the sentence. 
(Excerpt 4.23) 
Lena thought that in face-to-face conversation, people often needed more time to think of 
what to say. Therefore, some extra words, such as extra articles, in the utterance served 
as ‘fillers, and allowed the speakers to buy more time for thinking. As she did not think 
the extra articles were something wrong, she accepted this feature. However, since most 
of the other targeted features involved deletion rather than addition, Lena admitted that 
she did not think those features could serve as "fillers" or help the speakers to buy more 
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time to plan their utterances. Lena did not see there was any worthiness in the presence 
of those non-standard features. Thus, she did not accept those features. 
In addition to informal chatting, the features were also accepted in presentations 
and lectures in school, although they are comparatively more formal. 
Ernest: Maybe at that moment I hear it, I'd find it odd, because it's 
wrong. But I won't not accept it because of this, or think that person is not 
good. Because we are all students. And the main purpose is to let 
people understand you. 
(Excerpt 4.24) 
Like Ernest in Excerpt 4.24, six other interviewees did not welcome the presence 
of the non-standard features in oral presentations, because they thought in formal contexts, 
people should maintain the standard usage of English. Yet, they were also aware that 
English was not the first language of student presenters, therefore, it was understandable 
for the presenters to make mistakes when they had to deliver public speeches in English. 
Hence, provided that the presenters did not produce the non-standard features too 
frequently and the interviewees thought they could understand the presenters, the 
interviewees would accept the non-standard features in the presenters' speech. Garrick 
recalled that, he had indeed spotted many non-standard features in his professors' lectures. 
Because of that, he had leamt to be more tolerant to non-standard features, even if the 
contexts were lectures and presentations in the university. 
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4.2.5 Perceived competence and status of the users of the feature. 
4.2,5.1 Perceived competence of the users of the feature. 
How frequently the non-standard features appeared in an interactive 
communication also affected the interviewees' acceptability. The interviewees thought 
that if the features appeared only occasionally, the features might be slip of the tongue 
only, and thus they would be accepted. However, if the features appeared so frequently 
that the interviewees did not regard them as slips, the features would not be accepted. 
For example, concerning changing verbs from their infinite form to their past tense form, 
Garrick expressed that if a person “forgot，，to add the -ed after the verbs just occasionally, 
the lack of past tense verbs for past events would be acceptable. It is because he 
considered the missing —ed as a kind of "slip" from the speaker. However, if that person 
“forgot” to add -ed to the verbs every time it is used, and also does not change the 
irregular verbs to its appropriate form, the lack ofpast tense verbs for past events would 
not be accepted. It is because Garrick thought that in the latter situation, the feature was 
not caused by mere carelessness but something that person truly did not know. Similarly, 
Ocean in Excerpt 4.5 in section 4.2.1.2 and Lena in Excerpt 4.9 in section 4.2.2.2 
demonstrate that when a feature was seen as an error, i.e. something a person produced 
even after he or she had "processed" it, the feature would not be acceptable. 
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Giddy and Priscil in Excerpt 4.25 below further illustrate how the perceived 
difference between performance and competence had affected the acceptability of the 
features. 
Giddy: I think for speaking, there're lots of things which are habitual. 
For example, your parents, or your friends speak in a certain way, or with a 
certain accent, or use certain words, then we may have followed them. 
But when we write, actually, we will be aware of those things and we'll be 
correct. 
Priscil: Because I make the same mistakes too. For example, I'm 
totally clear that I have to add an - s after verb when the subject is he, she, 
or it; or to add an —s after the noun when it's plural. But from time to 
time, I'd be wrong, I'd forget to add the —s too. Maybe because Fm 
careless or, whatever. But I'm wrong doesn't mean that I don't know this 
grammar rule. So, because I have this kind of shortcoming, I accept the 
others too... As long as it's not that they forget to add the —s every time 
when it's needed to, it's okay. 
(Excerpt 4.25) 
Many interviewees accepted a feature when they believed the speaker had the ability to 
use the grammar item in the standard way. For example, Priscil explained that based on 
her personal experience, she knew that even if a person was familiar with a grammar rule, 
the person could still go "wrong" when applying the language in use. Therefore, she 
accepted the lack of a necessary person singular —s for verbs because she believed the 
speaker was supposed to have leamt the standard usage of the grammar item. Giddy 
also explained he accepted certain non-standard features because he believed the speaker 
would be able to use the grammar items in the standard way, when the speaker had time 
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to think carefully during writing. 
As for why they believed particular people had the competence to apply the 
standard grammar items, the interviewees explained that this was because the 
interlocutors were their friends or the people to whom they always talked. Through 
frequent contacts, they got to know the English proficiency of these people. If the 
interlocutors were the interviewees' schoolmates, the interviewees got to know the 
English proficiency of these people through their performance in school. This shows 
that, the influence of the perceived competence of the users on the acceptability of the 
features worked well only when the interviewees knew their interlocutors. The 
interviewees admitted that they tended not to accept the non-standard features produced 
by a “stranger，” as they could not know if that person had the competence to apply 
standard English or not. 
4,2.5.2 Perceived social status of the users of the feature. 
While acceptability for the features depended on the perceived competence of 
their users, the perceived social status of the users affected how competent the 
participants expected the users to be. As mentioned above, participants accepted the 
features when they thought the features were mistakes but not genuine errors. Yet, if the 
person who produced the non-standard features was perceived to have a lower status in 
the society, the features would be accepted even if the features were regarded as errors. 
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This once again exemplifies the co-occurrence of factors. Most of the interviewees said 
that it was acceptable for people like bus drivers or hawkers to be not proficient in 
English, because their need of English was minimal and people did not expect them to be 
highly competent in English. As long as they could do their job well, their 
incompetence in English could be tolerated. Therefore, the non-standard features 
produced by those who were perceived to be of a lower status would be accepted 
regardless of the contexts. 
On the contrary, if the interviewees were considered to be of high social status, 
even slips of the tongue would not be accepted. It is because they expected the people 
with a high status to be highly proficient in English, so proficient that the speakers should 
not even make mistakes in whatever contexts, be it formal or informal. A typical 
example of people of high status raised by the participants was government officials. 
All interviewees thought that due to their official status, government officials should not 
make mistakes when they speak, be it a speech to the public, or a chat with a resident in 
the city. Interviewees, such as Sanders in Excerpt 4.26 below, were also aware of this 
difference in expectation. 
Sanders: People are like this, double standard. But it's like, university 
students versus bus drivers. Different identities bear different certain 
responsibilities. There're different things to fulfil. 
(Excerpt 4.26) 
1 1 3 
Sanders reckoned that it was fair to expect more from certain people than others. 
However, although interviewees agreed on expecting more standard English from high 
status people and not accepting their non-standard features, there was no consensus 
among them concerning who people of high status were. For instance, apart from 
government officials, some interviewees thought teachers and professors were also people 
of high status. For Sanders, university students were also people of high status. 
In addition, the fact that the interviewees accepted the targeted features when they 
were produced by people of low social status, and not accepted the features when they 
were produced by people of high social status implies that the interviewees were 
implicitly stigmatising the targeted features as properties of low social status. As 
non-standard features have to be disengaged with social stigma in order to become 
acceptable in the community (Bao, 2003) (see section 2.5.2 in Chapter 2), this indicates 
the interviewees were indeed not truly accepting the targeted features. 
4.3 Implications from the Interviews 
The above analysis of the 11 factors has demonstrated the close relationship 
between acceptability of grammatical features and language users' lived experience. 
When the participants decided on the acceptability of the targeted grammatical features, 
whether the features conformed to standard usage or not was not their main concern. 
Most important, the participants in the present study took into consideration their past and 
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current experience of using English and the linguistic and social environment in which 
the features appeared. In addition, many interviewees tried to empathise with the 
speaker when accepting the targeted features. This confirms, as stated in Chapter 1, that 
the extent to which people accept a certain feature is not solely determined by 
grammaticality or ‘correctness’ of a sentence (Chomsky, 1965). 
In addition, the factors are also very much inter-related and not mutually exclusive. 
For example, the perceived complexity of the sentence affected the perceived 
completeness of meaning when the interviewees decided on the acceptability of the 
features (e.g. Donald in section 4.2.1.2). The prevalence of the use of the grammar item 
also affected the negative feelings its non-standard feature gave to the interviewees (e.g. 
Ernest in section 4.2.3.1). The perceived familiarity with the feature may be affected by 
the perceived level of difficulty of the feature, which in turn led to the negative feelings 
generated by the feature, and thus, the acceptability of the feature (e.g. Priscil in section 
4.2.2.2). Therefore, the acceptability of the feature was typically not affected by one 
single factor but a combination of factors. 
Despite the factors identified, it is hard to decide why certain grammatical features 
were more acceptable than the others. When discussing a grammatical feature, apart 
from focusing on the two particular sentences in the survey, participants also commented 
on other situations in which the feature might appear. Oftentimes, the reasons why the 
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participants accepted or not accepted a feature were not specific to that particular feature, 
but to non-standard features in general. For example, concerning the completeness of 
meaning of the sentence, some interviewees accepted a particular sentence with a 
redundant preposition because they thought the meaning is not impeded. Yet, they were 
also aware that if there was confusion over the meaning of the sentence, they would not 
accept the feature. Therefore, their comments were not directed to particular features but 
to the situation. This implies that situational factors may have an influence on people's 
expectation of grammaticality, thus acceptability of language features. 
Furthermore, because of different personal experience, different interviewees held 
different perceptions for the same feature. For example, while some interviewees found 
the sentence “she always late" acceptable because it was intelligible to them, it was not 
accepted by some other interviewees who thought it was too “Hong Kong style." 
Therefore, whereas a feature might be accepted by one participant, it might not be 
accepted by another. In addition, since every individual had unique social experiences, 
the somatic markers developed in each person were also different (Robinson, 2003). 
Therefore, it is difficult to predict how much positive or negative feeling people will feel 
when facing various non-standard features. This also poses challenges to give 
conclusive comments on the different ratings of the targeted features' acceptability. 
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Additionally, what the participants meant by accepting the features was indeed 
"forgiving the mistakes made by the others." In the excerpts throughout this chapter, 
there were many instances where interviewees used the words "wrong" or “mistakes,，to 
refer to the targeted features, and used the word "correct" to refer to the standard usage. 
When commenting on the situations in which the features were acceptable, the 
interviewees were indeed talking about the situations in which they could forgive or 
tolerate the others making mistakes. Therefore, the so-called accepting the features 
might not be a true embrace of the features as something of their own, for the stigmatised 
label associated with the non-standard features hindered people from truly accepting the 
features (Bao, 2003). The instance of Lena accepting the variable occurrence of articles 
in speech (in Excerpt 4.23 in section 4.2.4.2) was the only time where a feature was not 
taken as a mistake. This implies that the interviewees were very much taking the 
external norm as reference, and this exonormative attitude hinders HKE from becoming 
an autonomous variety (Schneider 2003, 2007). More about the status of HKE will be 
discussed in the next chapter. 
4.4 Summary 
To answer the first research question, this chapter begins with a general discussion 
over the ratings of the acceptability of the 11 targeted grammatical features shown in the 
surveys. In general, the features were unacceptable to the participants, who gave the 
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features a means ranging from 1.43 to 2.43. 
To answer the second research question, 11 factors affecting participants' 
acceptability are then discussed under 5 aspects. Under the aspect of intelligibility of 
expression are the factors perceived completeness of meaning and perceived complexity 
of the sentence structure and the idea expressed. Under the aspect of past experience of 
learning English in school are the factors negative feelings towards the feature and 
perceived level of difficulty of the feature. In addition, prevalence of the grammar item, 
perceived familiarity with the feature and perceived distinctiveness of the feature as 
"Hong Kong style" are discussed under the aspect of everyday exposure to English. 
Afterwards, under contexts in which the features appear, there are computer-mediated 
communication in MSN, SMS and Facebook, and daily face-to-face conversation. 
Finally, the perceived competence and status of the users of the feature are explored. 
These factors are interrelated and multiple factors often work simultaneously. 
In the next chapter, the status of HKE will be evaluated through other data 
obtained from the interviews, in particular, participants' perceived status of HKE. 
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Chapter Five Findings and Discussion 一 Perceived Status of HKE 
This chapter addresses the third and the fourth research questions, which include 
the extent to which the local undergraduate participants accept the targeted grammatical 
features as features of HKE and not common errors of English made by local Hong Kong 
people, and the stage of HKE in becoming an autonomous variety. This chapter is 
divided into five parts. The first part describes the survey participants' awareness of the 
existence of the targeted grammatical features. The second and third part focus on the 
interviewees' preferred variety of English and their perception about HKE as an 
autonomous variety. This is followed by the interviewees' response towards recognising 
the targeted features as features of HKE. The chapter ends with a general discussion on 
HKE as an autonomous variety with reference to Schneider's (2003, 2007) dynamic 
model of post-colonial English discussed in Chapter 2. 
5.1 Awareness of the Existence of the Targeted Grammatical Features 
In general, the participants did not have a high level of awareness of the 
production of the targeted grammatical features among local Hong Kong people. In the 
survey, the participants were asked whether they thought the sentences containing the 
targeted grammatical features were produced by local people from Hong Kong. For 
each targeted feature, the percentage of participants who could provide the standard 
version of the sentence and thought that the sentence was produced by local Hong Kong 
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people is shown in Table 5.1. The participants who did not provide the standard version 
of the sentence were excluded in this analysis because it was not certain whether they 
could identify the targeted grammatical feature in question. As shown in Table 5.1, the 
participants did not express high awareness of all of the targeted features. The feature 
with the highest level of awareness was foregrounding of the subject. 46.32 % of the 
participants reported that they thought the sentences were made by local Hong Kong 
people. Variable occurrence of a necessary preposition had the lowest level of 
awareness, with only 21.49% of the participants thinking that the sentences were 
produced by local Hong Kong people. In general, participants were not well-aware of 
the presence of the targeted features. 
Table 5.1 
Awareness of the use of the features in Hong Kong 
Targeted grammatical features (%) 
1. Foregrounding of the subject 46.32* 
2. Variable occurrence of articles 42.87 
3. The lack of past tense verbs for past events 39.41 
4. The lack of a necessary person singular - s for verbs 39.02 
5. The lack of the copula-be 37.27 
6. The use of a redundant preposition 36.82 
7. The use of an invariant question tag "isn't it" 36.80 
8. The use of a redundant plural suffix —s for nouns 32.91 
9. The lack of the grammatical subject 28.59 
10. The lack of a necessary plural suffix - s for nouns 21.52 
11. Variable occurrence of a necessary preposition 21.49 
* The percentage is rounded off to two digits after the decimal point. 
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The lack of awareness for the targeted features was also much reflected in the 
interviews. When being asked whether they thought the English produced by local 
Hong Kong people differed from the English produced by other native and non-native 
speakers of English, interviewees typically commented that the difference lied in other 
aspects of language but not grammar. Difference in accent was frequently brought up by 
all interviewees, as exemplified by Garrick in Excerpt 5.1 below: 
Garrick: I think it's mono-tone. It's mainly in terms of speaking that 
people from Hong Kong differ from the others, people from Hong Kong 
are bad in intonation... But in terms of grammar, I don't know, I can't see 
any special characteristics. 
(Excerpt 5.1) 
Hong Kong is not the only place where people are more aware of the phonological 
features than grammatical features. In Moore and Bounchan's (2010) study about 
Cambodian English, 61.4% of the participants described their perceived salient features 
of Cambodian English in terms of pronunciation; only 25% of the participants mentioned 
grammatical features (p. 118). Phonological features were more obvious than other 
aspects of language for the interviewees probably because it is something people 
inevitably encounter and immediately notice when they are involved in oral 
communication, which depends on listening. Concerning Garrick's awareness of the 
intonation of local Hong Kong people speaking English, it is also interesting to note his 
comment that “people from Hong Kong are bad in intonation." It shows that, other than 
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grammatical features, phonological features that are perceived to be performed by local 
Hong Kong people were also negatively received. 
Another reason why accent was more obvious to the interviewees than 
grammatical features is that pronunciation was perceived to be more likely to affect 
intelligibility. As illustrated by Donald in Excerpt 5.2 below: 
Donald: I can't distinguish people from Hong Kong through 
grammar... I seldom pay attention to the grammar as long as I understand 
them. But pronunciation is much distinguished, because it may really 
affect me understanding them. I must know they are from Hong Kong. 
(Excerpt 5.2) 
In oral communication, interlocutors have to understand what words the combinations of 
the sounds represent before they can figure out the meaning of those words. Therefore, 
in terms of the influence on intelligibility, which is shown in section 4.2 to be very 
important for the interviewees for communication, accent comes before grammar. This 
resonates with Chen and Hu's (2006) observation that pronunciation is “the first and most 
obvious hindrance" in verbal communication (p.47). Chen and Hu examined the 
acceptability of China English and found that “poor pronunciation" was most voted 
(35.29%) as the factor that affected the flow of conversation, while "poor grammar" 
received the least voting (5.88%). As Excerpt 5.2 illustrates, Donald paid attention to 
the pronunciation of the speakers because it affected how much he could understand them. 
Yet, as discussed in section 4.2.1.1, once the meaning could be extracted, he would not 
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pay attention to grammar. This explains why he was not aware of the targeted 
grammatical features that might be present in his interlocutors' speech. 
In addition to accent and intonation, many interviewees also expressed that they 
were more aware of the presence of what they perceived as "Hong Kong style English" or 
"Chinglish" (see section 4.2.3.3 for definition) than the targeted grammatical features. 
The interviewees generally perceived that for daily communication, local Hong Kong 
people tended to use short and straight forward sentences, which were easy to understand 
and could facilitate communication. But the interviewees were also aware of the 
frequent direct translation from Cantonese into English, as illustrated by Choe in Excerpt 
5.3 below: 
Choe: In some extreme cases, some very Hong Kong style cases, you can 
tell. That's for example, maybe cause I'm also a person from Hong Kong, 
so when you read some very typical, something that are directly translated 
from Cantonese, you'd know the writer is a person from Hong Kong. But 
grammar-wise, if you talk about, simply some sentence structure things, or 
some grammatical mistakes, then I can't really tell if the person is from 
Hong Kong. 
(Excerpt 5.3) 
Choe told me if I asked her specifically about the presence of the targeted grammatical 
features in Hong Kong, she might be able to tell me what features she thinks were 
common in Hong Kong. But without this prompt, she usually would not be aware of the 
grammatical features. However, she was much aware of the use of Hong Kong style 
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English in some sentences and vocabulary. When encountering those sentences and 
vocabulary, she knew she had to extract the meaning of those expressions by translating 
the words directly into Cantonese, and understanding the expression with the Cantonese 
sentence structure. Therefore, like accent, as the use of Hong Kong style English affects 
intelligibility, it gained more awareness from the interviewees than grammatical features. 
Giddy was the only interviewee who expressed that he was aware of the presence 
of the targeted grammatical features. However, Giddy associated the targeted features to 
Chinglish, as shown below in Excerpt 5.4: 
Giddy: Yes, and I think the biggest problem is our mother tongue. 
Because the grammar and structure and else things from Cantonese are so 
different, very often, people will just, make it Chinglish [when they use 
English]. So, people from Hong Kong make mistakes that other people 
[from other places] may not. I mean, other people make mistakes too, but 
the mistakes made by people from Hong Kong may not be the same as 
those. 
(Excerpt 5.4) 
On one hand, Giddy acknowledged the distinctiveness of the targeted grammatical 
features in Hong Kong; on the other hand, he viewed the features as something wrong and 
put the blame on negative transfer from Cantonese. Giddy is a private English tutor who 
gives lessons to secondary school students twice a week. Therefore, from a teacher 
point of view, he treated the targeted features as mistakes. The comment he made about 
"the biggest problem is our mother tongue" further illustrates that, to Giddy, negative 
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transfer from Cantonese, Chinglish, and the targeted features were indeed equivalent to 
each other, which were something problematic and needed to be eradicated. 
Conforming to the discussions in section 4.2.3.3, which shows the perceived 
distinctiveness of the targeted features as “Hong Kong style" English lowered the 
acceptability of the features, Giddy's attitude reflects that perceived negative transfer 
from Cantonese to English adversely affected the grammaticality and acceptability of the 
targeted features. 
In short, in addition to the low awareness, the targeted features were negatively 
perceived by the only one interviewee who reported to be aware of the features. This is 
not only a negative indication for the targeted features to be acceptable, but also a 
hindrance for HKE to be an autonomous variety. More about HKE as an autonomous 
variety is discussed in section 5.5. 
5.2 Interviewees' Preferred Variety of English 
In the interviews, as described in section 3.5.2.2, apart from being asked about 
their acceptability for the targeted grammatical features, the interviewees were also asked 
about their preferred variety of English. Six out of the 10 interviewees preferred to use 
the so-called standard native varieties of English, although they did not see being able to 
master such varieties an obligation. 
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5.2.1 Preference for standard native varieties of English. 
The interviewees were asked whether they should use standard native varieties of 
English, such as the standard British or standard American English produced by 
newsreaders and reporters. The responses from the interviewees often showed an 
exonormative attitude, as depicted by Joyful in Excerpt 5.5 below: 
Joyful: I think they are the most ideal case. But it may not be a must 
for us to achieve that. But they should be our target... But I think we 
won't accuse those people who can't do that. But I think this should be 
the direction we should follow... I don't want to be thought of or I don't 
want to think of others as less educated or of a lower level when they can't 
use standard English, but I don't deny that there's such a thing existing 
now... I think we all, or many people, try to use standard English because 
they afraid that the others would think that they are inferior. I think we 
shouldn't really do this. But the reality is like this, and we're forced to do 
this, to be standard. 
(Excerpt 5.5) 
In the last line of Excerpt 5.5, Joyful expressed that local Hong Kong people are "forced" 
to use standard English. This suggests he preferred to use English in the standard way 
because it is the social norm and he wanted to conform to it. In addition, this social 
norm was one which gave social prestige to standard English and social stigma to 
non-standard features and varieties. Joyful believed that he and many others in Hong 
Kong showed an inclination for standard native varieties of English because they wanted 
to project a better public image. More about the association between perceived public 
image and the preferred varieties of English is discussed in section 5.2.1.2. 
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In addition to social prestige, Joyful also realised that, although he saw the 
standard native varieties of English as the "target" of using English, in reality, users of 
English might not be capable of using these varieties. This is evidence of "linguistic 
schizophrenia," as described in section 2.2.1, in which there is a gap between people's 
linguistic attitude and linguistic behaviour. Indeed, other interviewees admitted that 
sometimes, they did produce the targeted grammatical features because of "carelessness" 
or because they "forgot" the grammatical item at that moment, but they still thought that 
the standard way was how English should be used. 
The interviewees' preference for standard usage seems to be contradictory to their 
relatively high level of acceptability of the targeted grammatical features in the survey. 
This is because the interviewees had different expectations for the others and for 
themselves. While they could tolerate the others not using English in the standard way, 
they required themselves to follow the standard usage, as demonstrated by Sanders in 
Excerpt 5.6 below: 
Sanders: They don't care doesn't mean I don't care. I care a lot about 
my own language. That's, I can tolerate the others doing this, but I don't 
permit these things happen on me. I have a rather high requirement for 
my own language. 
(Excerpt 5.6) 
Sanders and five other interviewees expressed that they would consult dictionaries or 
other tools on the Internet when they were not sure about the spelling of certain words 
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and/or the usage of certain items, such as the use of an appropriate preposition, even 
when they were chatting informally on MSN, SMS or Facebook. If they were 
conversing in face-to-face conversation, they would check the standard usage after the 
conversation has ended by connecting their smart phones to the Internet. Sanders 
explained that he did so because he "cared" for his language use. When "caring" for his 
language means matching the language he produced with the external norm, Sanders's 
exonormative attitude is shown. 
The interviewees' preference for standard native varieties is mainly affected by 
two factors, namely perceived international intelligibility of the targeted grammatical 
features and perceived public image of the varieties of English and their users. 
5.2.1,1 Perceived international intelligibility of the targeted grammatical 
features. 
Six interviewees preferred using standard native varieties from Britain and 
America because they thought that a local variety of English containing the targeted 
grammatical features would not be understood by people outside Hong Kong. The 
interviewees perceived that many of the targeted features were influenced by Cantonese; 
therefore, they and other people from Hong Kong might understand a person when he or 
she produced English with such features. Yet, they were also aware that the same person 
might not be understood by other people who did not speak Cantonese. This perceived 
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low international intelligibility of the targeted features made the interviewees thought that 
they had to use standard English in order to communicate with people outside Hong Kong. 
This is illustrated by Joyful in Excerpt 5.7 below, in which he was addressing the targeted 
features which involve the use of inflectional markings. 
Joyful: When it's with people from different countries, I think for all 
the people who don't speak English as their mother tongue, I think the 
mistakes committed by everybody are different, I think each of them, I 
mean the people from each country, I think they will have their own set of 
mistakes because they all have different mother tongue. They may 
understand themselves when they are talking to the people inside their 
countries, but they may not understand me when I make mistakes, so I 
think, because I don't know whether they can understand me or not, so I'd 
try to be correct. And so, if they really don't understand [even when I'm 
using standard English], I know it's not my problem. But if I speak 
wrongly to them, then it may be really my problem that they don't get me. 
Maybe it's only when I speak correctly that they'll understand me. 
(Excerpt 5.7) 
It is interesting to note that the interviewees not only perceived the non-standard 
features as results of transfer, they also extended their argument to other English speakers 
whose first language was not English. They reckoned that since people from all over the 
world produced non-standard features that were intelligible only within their own country, 
standard English should be used to facilitate understanding among all the interlocutors. 
Indeed, a similar phenomenon has also been identified in Cambodia, where issues 
concerning the intelligibility of Cambodian English to non-Cambodian speakers were also 
posing challenges to developing a local variety of English (Moore & Bounchan, 2010). 
1 2 9 
However, as shown in section 3.5.2.1, half of the interviewees in the present study 
did not have regular interaction in English with people from other places. Therefore, 
their justification about their preference for standard English was indeed much attributed 
to their imagination. This is in accord with Li's (2009) study (in section 2.5.1), and 
Crismore et al.'s (1996) study (in section 2.6.1), that participants' acceptability to 
different varieties of English was often influenced by their perception. Hence, when 
they thought that a local variety with the targeted features was not internationally 
intelligible, they would not accept such variety. Indeed, Donald was the only 
interviewee who justified his preference for standard English with his previous 
experience of being misunderstood by foreigners due to the non-standard features in his 
speech. 
5.2.1.2 Perceived public image of the varieties of English and their users. 
Some interviewees were also aware that in Hong Kong, there was social prestige 
for the use of standard English and social stigma for the use of HKE. They preferred 
using standard English in order to maintain a positive public image, as shown by Priscil in 
Excerpt 5.8 below: 
Priscil: I think it's okay for normal chatting, when you're talking to 
someone with whom you don't have to care about your face or impression. 
Then it's acceptable for you to make mistakes. But if you're talking to 
someone who isn't really your friends or you have to keep your image, 
then, it's not that nice. 
(Excerpt 5.8) 
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Priscil was one of the four interviewees who did not have a special preference for the 
standard native varieties. This might be due to her overseas exchange experience. She 
went to the USA for one semester, where she had been exposed to English speakers with 
different origins, such as China, Taiwan, Singapore, Japan, Korea, and the USA. She 
experienced that standard usage of English was not essential for daily communication and 
survival. For example, Priscil told me that even though sometimes she and/or her 
interlocutors had produced some targeted features such as foregrounding of the subject, 
the lack ofpast tense verbs for past events, and the lack of a necessary S'^^ person singular 
—s for verbs, they could still communicate successfully. Therefore, Priscil stated that 
personally, she did not have a preference for standard native varieties. However, when it 
came to situations in which she thought she had to maintain a positive image, such as 
when she was attending interviews, or talking to schoolmates with whom she was not 
familiar, Priscil would opt for the use of standard English. It is because she was aware 
that the Hong Kong society had its own norm and preference for the use of English. 
Priscil knew that she had to act accordingly to stay competitive in the society. 
The social norm of giving prestige for standard English was indeed an ideological 
issue. Four interviewees particularly pointed out that the standard British variety was 
their preferred variety, but few could articulate what exactly constituted standard British 
English. Lena, as quoted in Excerpt 5.9, expressed that the preference for standard 
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British English was indeed not related to its linguistic substance, but its public image: 
Lena: We still fancy British English. It seems to sound very 
legitimate. It seems to be very elegant. But it's something 
psychological. It's cultural influence. It's not grammatical influence. 
(Excerpt 5.9) 
Lena perceived the prestige local Hong Kong people give to standard British English was 
somehow illusional. Ernest made it more explicit that the preference for standard British 
English was the result of the colonial history of Hong Kong, as shown in Excerpt 5.10: 
Ernest: I think in general, people think you're more superior if you 
use some very standard and very native English... I think maybe it's 
because we were a British colony or it's a general trend... I think the main 
reason is people have a deep admiration for foreign things. 
(Excerpt 5.10) 
As Hong Kong was a British colony, standard British English and its speakers were seen 
as authoritative. This sense of superiority has been subconsciously carried over even 
after Hong Kong was returned to China in 1997. Lai (2005) maintained that if 
"colonialism" refers to the political sovereignty only, then Hong Kong is unarguably in its 
postcolonial era; yet, if "colonialism" is understood as "the domination of Western 
ideologies... then Hong Kong may be still be in its colonial state" (p.378). Therefore, 
ideologically, it has become natural for people in Hong Kong to hold a preference for 
standard British English, as the speakers of that variety are still perceived to be more 
superior. This conforms to the idea that social prestige facilitates the acceptance of 
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features, thus an independent variety, as discussed in 2.5.2. 
In contrast, there was social stigma for HKE. As discussed in section 4.2.3.3, the 
targeted grammatical features were perceived to be Chinglish and therefore not accepted. 
When interviewees perceived HKE as equivalent to Chinglish, the social stigma on 
Chinglish would also be transferred to HKE and its users. This explains why people in 
Hong Kong always deny that they speak HKE — as mentioned in Joseph's (1997) study, 
because they do not want to be stigmatised. 
In short, the participants preferred standard native varieties of English because 
they considered the prestige of such varieties would enhance their public image, and thus 
their social status. They did not prefer HKE as they perceived the stigma of HKE would 
damage their public image. 
5.2.2 Low preference for standard native varieties of English. 
Four interviewees expressed that they did not have a preference for standard 
native varieties due to their limited capability and low communicative needs of the 
standard native varieties. 
5.2,2.1 Limited capability of the people in Hong Kong, 
Four interviewees did not prefer standard native varieties of English and did not 
think it was crucial to use such varieties because they thought it was simply not possible 
for local Hong Kong people to produce such varieties, as shown in Excerpt 5.11 below: 
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Garrick: I think it's not a must to be all correct and honestly, you can't 
really be perfect... Maybe because we don't use English often. You may 
say it's an excuse. But unless you're studying abroad... I think in Hong 
Kong, it's okay to be not that good in English. 
(Excerpt 5.11) 
Garrick told me that it was impossible for local Hong Kong people to speak any standard 
native varieties because they lacked the environment to acquire such varieties. This is 
indeed highlighted by Li (2009) and Kirkpartick (2007), who contended that it was 
impractical for non-native learners of English to achieve native competence. As Garrick 
was certain that he would not be capable of speaking such varieties, he thought there was 
no point for him to hold a preference for them. However, the association that Garrick 
made with "all correct" and "perfect" to standard native varieties of English, and "not that 
good" to the local variety of English with the targeted grammatical features implies that 
Garrick was indeed still seeing the external norm as reference. Thus, although Garrick 
said that he did not have a preference, he was implicitly exonormative. 
5.2.2.2 Communicative effectiveness of the standard native varieties. 
Three interviewees did not have a preference for standard native varieties because 
they considered the use of such varieties was not essential for successful communication. 
For instance, Choe found that, based on her experience, using non-standard English might 
be more communication effective. This is shown in Excerpt 5.12 below: 
Choe: When the people you're talking to aren't speaking English as 
their first language, even if you aren't using a very complete or a very nice 
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sentence, they'd still be able to understand you. They'd catch the main 
words, and from that, catch the meaning that you're trying to say. I 
realise that, sometimes, if you use some broken English, actually, they can 
understand more... For example, instead of asking "do you want to eat?" 
it's easier for them to catch your meaning if you say, "you eat?" Or 
instead of asking "do you have pain?" you say ‘‘you pain?" and they can 
catch the meaning well... It's easier for them to listen to those few key 
words and catch the meaning, than listening to a nice complete sentence 
and don't know what to catch. 
(Excerpt 5.12) 
Choe was a nursing major and her patients in the hospital include South Asians, such as 
Indians, Pakistani and Nepalese. She found that, her patients understood her better when 
she made short, simple, or even fragmented sentences with content words only. Choe 
had also stayed in Brazil for half a year for a cultural exchange programme. She 
recalled that similar situation also appeared when she communicated with the Brazilian. 
These two experiences enabled her to realise that sometimes standard native varieties of 
English might impede communication. This is because people whose first language was 
not English might not have the ability to comprehend the standard usage of the grammar 
items. Therefore, in order to facilitate communication, Choe did not prefer using 
standard native varieties of English, and further perceived that some targeted features, 
such as the lack of grammatical subjects, variable occurrence of a necessary preposition, 
and variable occurrence of articles could indeed be acceptable. 
Choe's experience and opinion concur with Dewey and Jenkins's (2010) comment 
(in section 2.1.2) that in international contacts, English is developed for achieving 
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communicative goals, rather than conforming to the norms of the native speakers. 
However, similar to Garrick, the association that Choe made with "nice sentence" to 
standard English, and "broken English" to non-standard English reflects that Choe was 
indeed exonormative too. 
When talking about communicating in English in everyday life, Choe's 
exonormative attitude was even more obvious, as portrayed in Excerpt 5.13 below: 
Choe: I think, when you can communicate with others, and you're 
grammatically correct, then it's fine. I think, right, people can understand, 
and you're correct for the grammar things which should be correct... 
That's the grammar things that the school has taught since you're a kid. 
You've leamt those things, so you should be correct for those things. 
(Excerpt 5.13) 
Choe said that she did not have a preference for standard native varieties for casual daily 
communication. But this was based on the condition that people were "correct for the 
grammar things which should be correct." When being asked what those "things" were, 
Choe answered they were the grammar items taught in school. This suggests that Choe 
was still very much taking the school as the authority and the external norm as a reference 
point. Therefore, although Choe and Garrick seemed to agree with other interviewees 
who did not have a preference for standard native varieties of English, they were not as 
endonormative as the others. Choe's different attitudes towards the targeted features 
further reveal that her acceptance for the features was affected by her interlocutors. In 
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accord with the discussion in section 4.2.5.1, when Choe regarded her interlocutors as 
incompetent in English, she would show a higher acceptance for non-standard features. 
It is because she considered these features more facilitative to successful communication 
than standard usage of English. Hence, her preference for standard usage of English was 
indeed situational. 
On the contrary to Garrick and Choe, although another participant, Ernest, said 
that he preferred using standard British English, it seems that he kept an open mind to the 
matter, as shown in Excerpt 5.14 below: 
Ernest: It depends on the context, if the context allows, I don't see the 
need to insist on some very standard or very legitimate English... I think 
being native is not the most appropriate thing or the most correct thing. I 
think the most important thing for language is for it to evolve. For example, 
some words, all over the years, may have changed their spelling, or their 
meaning... There's not really a most legitimate way of using English, 
because it's changing. So I don't think we must leam a particular way. 
(Excerpt 5.14) 
Ernest admitted that his preference for standard British English was simply his personal 
choice in certain communicative contexts, and he did not think that standard native 
varieties of English should be the preference in general. Although Ernest did not have 
many chances interacting with others in English, Ernest liked to read English books and 
English blogs written by people who spoke English as their first or second language. He 
realised that the usage of some words was not the same as what was taught in school. 
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He also thought that if the English that people were using nowadays was so much 
different from the English years ago, it must be changing. Therefore, Ernest thought 
local Hong Kong people should not statically take one kind of English as reference. 
Ernest and other interviewees' personal experiences show that a wider exposure to 
English did not necessarily make a person become more exonormative or endonormative. 
For example, interacting with English speakers of different places enabled Priscil (in 
section 5.2.1.2) to be more open-minded to different varieties of English. But this did 
not make Choe to be more endonormative. Nonetheless, a wider usage of English did 
provide people with more room to reflect upon their language use and preference, and to 
realise there is an option of using English other than the standard native varieties taught in 
school. 
5.3 Perceived Status of HKE as an Autonomous Variety 
Some interviewees talked about their perceived current and projected future status 
of HKE. During the interviews, I explained to the interviewees the neutrality of the term 
"variety" before asking them whether they thought HKE is, will be and should be an 
autonomous variety. The majority of the interviewees responded negatively towards the 
status of HKE. 
5.3.1 The perceived current status of HKE. 
All but one of the interviewees rejected the idea that HKE is now an autonomous 
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variety. They thought that local Hong Kong people did not have the intention to adopt 
the non-standard features, and there were many variations of English features in Hong 
Kong, so there was not a single set of English features that was truly representative to 
Hong Kong. 
5.3.1.1 The lack of intention for the adoption of the non-standard features. 
Unlike other established varieties of English, such as Singaporean English, whose 
features were perceived to be produced by its speakers consciously, the interviewees 
thought, as discussed in Chapter 4, that the so-called grammatical features of HKE were 
produced by local people from Hong Kong unintentionally. This is illustrated by Giddy 
in Excerpt 5.15 below: 
Giddy: I think it's an issue of culture... There's no intention to make 
English our language. It's just that the demand is so great that many 
people leam English. It's because they can't be correct, that's why 
they're wrong. It's not something they deliberately do. 
(Excerpt 5.15) 
Giddy believed that speakers of an autonomous variety of English should be very much 
aware of the features they were producing. As the speakers had a sense of belonging to 
the English they use, even though they knew the features were not the same as the 
standard usage, the speakers would still choose to produce those features. However, 
Giddy did not think local Hong Kong people saw English as part of their identity. As 
those features were not produced intentionally, they were not legitimate features of a 
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variety. The issue about identity and ownership of English will be further discussed in 
section 5.3.3.2. 
Priscil also thought that the features in HKE were not an identity marker but 
"slips" from the English users, and these features would disappear when the users became 
more proficient in English, as depicted in Excerpt 5.16 below: 
Priscil: Maybe, like us [university students], we won't make those 
simple mistakes anymore, but that's because we've been trained all 
through our life... I mean, it's natural to think in our mother tongue, but 
the training that we received [in school] has suppressed this natural 
influence. 
(Excerpt 5.16) 
Priscil thought that local Hong Kong people produced the targeted grammatical features 
because they were under the influence of Cantonese, which is something "natural," as 
Cantonese was their first language. However, taking herself as an example, Priscil 
thought that given there was enough instruction and training from school, those features 
would eventually disappear. Therefore, Priscil thought that, unlike speakers of other 
varieties, who produced more features of their variety when they were conscious of their 
language, local Hong Kong people produced less features of HKE when they were aware 
of their language. Producing the features due to carelessness was the main reason why 
interviewees did not think HKE was a variety. In addition, Priscil's explicit reference to 
the school once again shows the school had a huge impact on the interviewees' perception 
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concerning the use of English. 
5,3,1.2 The lack of a unifying set of features. 
As the interviewees perceived that the targeted features were random mistakes or 
slips produced by local Hong Kong people, they did not think the targeted features were 
representative enough for the English users in Hong Kong, as exemplified by Ocean in 
Excerpt 5.17 below: 
Ocean: I don't think so. Because, I don't know, maybe in Singapore, 
everybody speaks with "laa," "lor," ‘‘leh，” then you can say they have a 
pattern and say they have a type of English. But in Hong Kong, 
everybody's English is not the same. Not everybody make those mistakes 
the targeted features in the survey], so it's hard to say we have a pattern. 
(Excerpt 5.17) 
Ocean expected that in Singapore, putting a particle at the end of the sentence was 
prevalent among speakers of English. As the feature could represent the whole society, 
it could be a legitimate feature of an autonomous variety. However, half of the 
interviewees thought that the targeted features in this study were not prevalent among the 
local Hong Kong people. As people of different levels of proficiency in English 
produced English differently, it was difficult to come up with a set of features that could 
be applied to English users in Hong Kong in general. Without a unifying set of features, 
Ocean did not think HKE is an autonomous variety. 
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Lena explained that there was not a unifying set of features in Hong Kong because 
there were two kinds of English speakers in Hong Kong, as she elucidated in Excerpt 5.18 
below: 
Lena: I think there're two groups of people in Hong Kong. One 
group aims for simplicity. They use simple and easy-to-understand 
English for daily communication with other Hong Kong people. So as 
long as it's understood, they'd keep things simple. But there's another 
group of people that tries to make everything standardised. They try to 
follow the standard as much as possible. So, when we have two groups of 
people, one wants to keep things simple and avoid complication, while one 
tries to avoid anything that is not standard, we'll never have enough people 
to make a "we're like this, this is our norm" thing. 
(Excerpt 5.18) 
Lena, whose view was shared by three other interviewees, perceived that since local 
Hong Kong people held different aims in using English, their behaviour and the features 
produced by them would also be different. Therefore, unless we could unify people's 
attitudes towards using English, there would not be a unifying norm in Hong Kong, and 
HKE would not be an autonomous variety. However, in evaluating the English-language 
speech community in Hong Kong, Evans (2009) noted that the complaint about the 
"poor" English produced by the local people has always been a dominant topic in the city 
since the mid-nineteenth century. This implies that the view of upholding the standard 
usage of English is still very strong in Hong Kong. Hence, it is difficult to attain a 
convergence between the standard variety and the local variety of English in the 
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community, and thus a unifying set of features that the community accepts and adopts. 
5.3.2 The perceived future status of HKE. 
The majority of the interviewees were not optimistic about the future of HKE. 
For instance, seven interviewees reckoned that HKE would not become an autonomous 
variety. Two interviewees were neutral towards the future status of HKE. Only one 
interviewee thought that HKE would become an autonomous variety. 
5.3.2.1 Inevitability of becoming an autonomous variety, 
Donald was the only interviewee who considered that HKE would eventually 
become an autonomous variety, and he considered this inevitable, as depicted in Excerpt 
5.19 below: 
Donald: It's inevitable. Because I think unless someone is pointing a 
gun to your head, people relax and a local type of English will appear... 
But I think... the most important thing is you have to know the correct 
version as well. If you don't, then it's the problem. 
(Excerpt 5.19) 
Donald perceived that people generally paid more attention to the content of what they 
wanted to express rather than the grammar of it. Therefore, unless the English speakers 
were highly conscious about their language use, some non-standard features would appear. 
This shows that he regarded it natural for people in Hong Kong to produce non-standard 
features. Yet, to Donald, establishing a local variety of English did not create a 
"problem" provided that the speakers knew the standard usage. This is similar to the 
1 4 3 
interviewees' response in section 4.2.5.1 that when they considered the speakers of the 
non-standard features competent of applying the standard usage of the grammar items, the 
non-standard features would be accepted. That is to say, when the interviewees thought 
the speakers were able to speak standard English, the local variety and its features would 
be accepted more easily. This matches with Tan and Tan's (2008) study on English in 
Singapore (see section 2.6.1), that the local variety was accepted as the participants knew 
how and when to use both the standard and the local varieties of English. 
5J,2,2 Perceived limited usage of English in Hong Kong, 
Seven of the interviewees did not think HKE would develop into an autonomous 
variety as they thought local Hong Kong people did not use English often. This 
hindered HKE from developing a set of representative features, and thus, becoming an 
autonomous variety, as explained by Garrick in Excerpt 5.20 below: 
Garrick: The society doesn't really use that much English in daily life. 
You use English mostly when you're facing foreigners. Among ourselves, 
you just mix some English word in Chinese... So I think there's not much 
a possibility and need to develop a set of English that has a certain set of 
features that's specific to Hong Kong. I think we don't have the condition 
and we don't have the necessity... Our usage of English is so low, so it's 
unconvincing to claim that we have a set of Hong Kong features. The 
usage is so low that you can't develop anything. 
(Excerpt 5.20) 
Similar to the interviewees in section 5.3.1.2, Garrick also concerned about the presence 
of a list of unifying features for HKE. But rather than focusing on the different levels of 
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English proficiency of the English users in Hong Kong, Garrick explained in terms of the 
lack of English users in Hong Kong. When English was not used often, there was no 
"condition" in Hong Kong to develop a set of features. This limited usage of English 
among people in Hong Kong for everyday communication was also noticed by Piatt 
(1982). Indeed, Lai (2009, citing “Poor Language Skills", 2001) remarked that students 
in Hong Kong used mostly Cantonese for intra-group communication in their everyday 
life; they seldom used English outside the school context (p.87). In addition, Garrick 
also thought there was no "necessity" for Hong Kong to develop its features. He 
perceived that with such limited usage of English, local Hong Kong people did not have a 
strong sense of belonging to English. The issue about ownership of English, which has 
emerged in section 5.3.1.1, was brought up by the participants again as a justification that 
Hong Kong would not develop its own variety of English. 
5.3.3 The prospect of HKE as an autonomous variety. 
The interviewees were also asked whether they thought HKE should become an 
autonomous variety. Eight of them thought HKE should not become an autonomous 
variety, while the other two remained neutral. 
5,3.3,1 Negative influence on English learning. 
Eight interviewees who did not think Hong Kong should develop its own variety 
of English held the perception that the existence of "Hong Kong English" would hinder 
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the learning of standard English in school, as depicted by Garrick in Excerpt 5.21 below: 
Garrick: I think we shouldn't. I think there'll be influence on, 
education or learning. For example, when you really give a name to it, 
saying there's a thing called Hong Kong English, then you may also be 
giving students more excuses on making mistakes, or to let them have the 
excuse to say, “oh, Fm writing in the Hong Kong English style," or "I'm 
speaking in the Hong Kong English style." Then there'll be such 
unhealthy trend. 
(Excerpt 5.21) 
Rather than supporting the co-existence of HKE and standard English in the city, Garrick 
considered the existence of HKE would become an excuse for students for not learning 
and not using standard English. As Garrick considered the presence of HKE and 
standard English as an either-or situation, he did not think local Hong Kong people should 
forgo standard English and develop a local variety of English. This idea is in contrast 
with participants in the aforementioned Tan and Tan's (2008) study who did not think that 
competence in one variety means incompetence in another. This may explain why both 
the local and the standard varieties of English were accepted in Singapore, whereas in 
Hong Kong, only the standard variety was welcomed. 
5.3.3.2 The lack of ownership of English. 
Concerning the reason why HKE should not be an autonomous variety of English, 
four interviewees explicitly stated that it was because local Hong Kong people did not 
"own" English, as explained by Joyful in Excerpt 5.22 below: 
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Joyful: Personally I don't like it... If you're not the owner, and you 
just put whatever things in it, to change things, you'll just make things 
chaotic. 
(Excerpt 5.22) 
Crystal (2003) noted that "English is now so widely established that it can no longer be 
thought of as ‘owned’ by any single nation" (p.26, quotation original). But obviously, 
this was not what the interviewees believed. For instance, Joyful believed that English 
was owned by those who spoke English as their first language. Being second language 
English users, local Hong Kong people did not own English, thus, not having the right to 
develop any features that were specific to them. Indeed, Lena even suggested that 
somehow local Hong Kong people were not qualified to decide whether they should own 
a local variety of English, as depicted in Excerpt 5.23 below: 
Lena: It's not something that we give to ourselves, it's something that 
people give to you... I think it's not something should or should not. It's 
not something that people advocate for. It's something passive. It's not 
active. 
(Excerpt 5.23) 
Lena thought it should be the owners of English who could decide whether a local variety 
of English should be developed into an autonomous variety. Since people from Hong 
Kong were not the owners of English, it was irrelevant whether they had the intention to 
develop a local variety or not. 
As discussed throughout this chapter, the issue about the ownership of English 
always entwined the interviewees' refusal of HKE as an autonomous variety. When 
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interviewees considered that local Hong Kong people were not the owners of English, 
they would regard it reasonable that local Hong Kong people did not, would not and 
should not possess a local variety of English. 
5.4 Recognition of the Targeted Grammatical Features as Features of HKE 
Unlike the comments the interviewees gave for HKE as an autonomous variety in 
general, when they were asked to focus on recognising the targeted grammatical features 
of the present study as features of HKE and not common grammatical errors made by 
people from Hong Kong, a very different attitude was demonstrated. This proposal was 
rejected unanimously by all the interviewees. The interviewees refused to acknowledge 
the targeted features for three reasons. All the interviewees believed that there was only 
one standard for English. Six of the ten interviewees believed the targeted features were 
not an identity marker for local Hong Kong people, and half of the interviewees believed 
that English was not owned by people from Hong Kong. 
5.4.1 One standard for using English. 
Although the interviewees previously expressed that it was not essential to use 
standard English, they were unwilling to legitimise the targeted features as features of 
HKE. All the interviewees still very much regarded the features as errors, as delineated 
by Sanders in Excerpt 24 below: 
Sanders: I can't accept that. I can accept accent, but not calling 
something that exists because people are not knowledgeable enough as 
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features... The grammatical "features," as you call them, are something 
wrong, accent is not wrong... These things are wrong by nature, so they 
are wrong. To name a bunch of collectively-wrong things as 
characteristics of Hong Kong English, I think, that's debasing the people 
from Hong Kong and Hong Kong, it's like, calling something ugly as 
beautiful... I think there shouldn't be a thing called Hong Kong English. 
English is English, if we use it, we should use it right... I don't think Hong 
Kong English is that serious to an extent that you have to give a name to it 
and widely claim that it's something with a status. I think it's a kind of 
justifying something wrong as correct. 
(Excerpt 5.24) 
The way Sanders argued that the targeted features were "wrong" because they were 
wrong in nature conformed to one of the three assumptions behind the "complaint 
tradition" (see section 2.1.1) that "there is one, and only one, correct way of speaking 
and/or writing the English language" (Milroy & Milroy, 1999, p.33). Sanders 
considered that the standard way was the only one correct way of using English and saw 
anything that differed from the standard usage as disgrace. Therefore, he insisted that 
the targeted features, which were perceived to be originated from grammatical mistakes, 
could not be named as features of HKE. Sanders firmly rejected the whole idea of 
developing a local variety of English in Hong Kong. 
Five interviewees also expressed that even if there were many people producing 
the targeted features, it did not imply the interviewees would have to tolerate the use of 
such features. And even if the interviewees could tolerate the use of these non-standard 
features, it did not imply they would have to accept it and legitimise it. This is 
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exemplified by Choe in Excerpt 5.25 below: 
Choe: I think vocabulary is okay, the [end-of-sentence particles such as] 
"laa" or "loh" are okay, but not the grammatical mistakes... These things 
are simply GRAMMATICALLY INCORRECT... It doesn't matter 
whether I accept them or not, it's not the same as whether they are right or 
wrong. Having a lot of people doing it wrongly doesn't mean that we 
have to accept it. It's them who should get correction. We shouldn't 
connive with them. We should correct them. We shouldn't accept that 
this is how we do it in Hong Kong... I'll insist on using grammar correctly, 
speaking or writing. I can't control others, but I'll insist in making myself 
correct. I'll accept it if you call them common errors of Hong Kong 
people. 
(Excerpt 5.25) 
Four other interviewees, like Choe, pointed out that the acceptability for the non-standard 
grammatical features should not be mixed with the legitimacy of the non-standard 
features. They argued that the targeted features, for example the lack of the copula-be, 
the lack of the grammatical subject, and those features involving non-standard uses of 
inflectional markings, were intrinsically wrong. Therefore, they could not agree that 
these features should be legitimised as “features,，’ and contended that these features 
should remain to be called errors. In fact, by accepting the presence of the targeted 
features only when they were produced by other people, and refusing to produce the 
features by themselves, these interviewees (also see Sanders in section 5.2.1) 
demonstrated that they were implicitly endorsing the view that standard English was the 
only correct way of using English. 
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5.4.2 Non-standard features as identity marker. 
Similar to the argument presented in section 5.3.1.1, six interviewees did not 
recognise the non-standard features as features of HKE because they did not think local 
Hong Kong people produced these non-standard features intentionally, as Priscil 
elucidates in Excerpt 5.26: 
Priscil: I think people do this to highlight their identity, for example, 
they think "I'm proud to be an African American, that's why I have our 
own set [of English], the set [of English] that my friends and I or people of 
my ethnicity and I use"... Even when some African Americans are very 
educated, they still choose to speak like this to highlight their identity. 
But I don't see this in Hong Kong. I think... the mixing of Chinese and 
English is more effective in Hong Kong, to show that you're Hong Kong 
people. I don't think it's those grammatical mistakes. I think people 
will think you're speaking wrongly rather than you wanna highlight you 
are a Hongkonger... It's highly probable that it's because it's inevitable for 
those people to be wrong, that they can't correct themselves before they 
speak, so that they make these mistakes... But it's not like, they make 
themselves wrong deliberately. 
(Excerpt 5.26) 
Priscil perceived that in other varieties of English, speakers produced some non-standard 
features intentionally because they knew their audience, who spoke the same variety of 
English as they did, would understand that the features were used to mark the speakers' 
identity. However, Priscil believed that, in Hong Kong, when people heard a person 
producing some non-standard grammatical features, they would not regard that person as 
showing his/her identity as a Hong Kong person through those non-standard features. 
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As Priscil did not think the targeted features in the present study carried the meaning as 
an identity marker, she did not think local Hong Kong people should acknowledge them 
as features of HKE. 
5.4.3 Ownership of English. 
As discussed in section 5.3.3.2, four interviewees did not accept HKE as an 
autonomous variety because they did not think English belonged to local Hong Kong 
people. For the same reason, there were five interviewees who did not accept the 
targeted features as the features of HKE. These interviewees thought that local Hong 
Kong people did not have the right to develop their own set of English features. Yet, if 
the targeted grammatical features were acknowledged by the native speakers as features 
of HKE, the interviewees would recognise them, as explained by Joyful in Excerpt 5.27 
below: 
Joyful: English is not ours, we don't have the right to modify it, and 
say, I've added some elements of mine in it. I think it's not the same as 
Cantonese. Cantonese belongs to Hongkongers, so Hongkongers have 
the right to... create a specific set of Cantonese... but not English... It's 
because they [the native speakers] choose to accept a [specific] word, or 
new things, so it's okay. But we have no reason to ask them to add these 
[targeted features] into English. It's okay when they are widely used and 
approved by the British, Americans or Australians. 
(Excerpt 5.27) 
Joyful's attitude echoes Jenkins's (2009b) observation, as mentioned in section 2.4.1, that 
the local non-standard features are not acknowledged until they are confirmed by the 
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native speakers of English. As Joyful perceived that local Hong Kong people did not 
own English, it seems that Joyful also saw people from Hong Kong to be inferior to 
native speakers of English in terms of deciding the usage of the language. Therefore, 
without validation from the native speakers, Joyful did not think local Hong Kong people 
should regard the targeted features as features of HKE. In fact, Dewey and Jenkins 
(2010) have also noted that there is a deep belief that non-native speakers of English 
"should not have any input into the determining of their own English norms," and this 
leads to the thought that any features produced by the non-native speakers that differ from 
the standard norm must be errors (p.75). 
5.5 The Status of HKE in Becoming an Autonomous Variety 
Schneider (2003, 2007), as discussed in section 2.2.2, placed HKE in the third 
stage of his five-stage dynamic model for post-colonial English. Integrating the 
interviewees' responses in the previous sub-sections and the description about the model 
in section 2.2.2, this subsection discusses whether HKE is still in the third stage of the 
model, or whether HKE can move forward to the fourth stage, that is Endonormative 
Stabilisation. 
In the stage of Nativisation, the community should be aware that the local variety 
of English has developed features that are distinctive to them. In the present study, the 
interviewees expressed their awareness of the phonological and lexical features that are 
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distinct to HKE. However, in general, both the participants in the survey and the 
interviewees were not that aware of the existence of the targeted grammatical features 
among local Hong Kong people. Indeed, many interviewees even doubted the 
possibility for Hong Kong to develop a stable set of grammatical features, as they 
perceived that the use of English for intra-group communication was minimal in Hong 
Kong, and the English produced by the local Hong Kong people involved too many 
variations. Even so, the participants knew that the local variety differed from the 
standard variety of English. 
Another feature of Nativisation is the clash of opinion between the innovative 
users and conservative users, as a result of a sense of insecurity over the linguistic norms 
(see section 2.2.2). This insecurity is present among the participants in the present study. 
The upholding of external norms was always advocated, as the interviewees often 
referred to the targeted non-standard grammatical features as something erroneous and 
expressed the urge to "correct" them. However, there were few occasions in which the 
interviewees supported the use of the distinct local features. Therefore, rather than 
having a clash between the innovative users and conservative users, the present study 
seems to be predominated by conservative users. 
According to the fourth stage of the dynamic model, Endonormative Stabilisation, 
adoption and acceptance of the local variety as the norm should be present. This is not 
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the case in the present study. For instance, the local variety was still entwined with 
social stigma as inferior, and the standard variety of English still enjoyed social prestige. 
The targeted grammatical features were not positively evaluated. An exonormative 
attitude was always shown by the interviewees whereas an endonormative attitude was 
rarely expressed. 
Based on the findings from the present study, HKE has not grown into the fourth 
stage of Schneider's (2003, 20007) dynamic model. While being possibly in the third 
stage, Nativisation, HKE is indeed closer to the end of the second stage, Exonormative 
Stabilisation, as the participants are found to be largely exonormative. The findings of 
the present study fit in well with the studies reviewed in section 2.3.2. For instance, the 
findings concur with Pang (2003) that the distinct local features were seen as errors and 
were refused. The disapproval directed towards the targeted features whenever they 
were thought of as “Hong Kong style" aligns with McArthur's (2005) observation that, 
distinct "Hong Kong expression[s]" were considered bad (p.62). In addition, the 
findings corroborate Jenkins's (2009a) comment that even though the existence of HKE 
was admitted, it was absolutely not something to which people aspire. Therefore, the 
present study resonates with Groves's (2009) remark that HKE would not be an 
autonomous variety in the near future. 
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5.6 Summary 
The findings presented in this chapter have shown that the participants in the 
present study did not accept the targeted grammatical features as features of HKE. They 
regarded the targeted features as errors because they did not reckon local Hong Kong 
people would use those features as identity markers. They also did not consider 
themselves owners of English, thus without the right to confirm the emergence of a local 
variety and its features. 
To understand the status of HKE as an autonomous variety, three aspects are 
explored. The first aspect is participants' awareness of the existence of the targeted 
grammatical features. In general, participants were not aware of the presence of the 
targeted features among local Hong Kong people. 
The second aspect is participants' preferred variety of English. Participants 
preferred standard native varieties of English because they thought these varieties were 
more internationally intelligible and could enhance their public image. 
The third aspect is participants' perceived status of HKE. It is found that the 
majority of the participants did not think HKE was, would be and should be an 
autonomous variety of English. This is mainly because the participants perceived that 
there was a lack of intention among local Hong Kong people to produce such features, a 
lack of a unifying set of features, a lack extensive usage of English in Hong Kong and a 
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lack of ownership of English. 
Evaluating the above three aspects, the data have suggested that HKE is in the 
third stage of Schneider's (2003, 2007) dynamic model for post-colonial English. Much 
exonormative attitude and little endonormative attitude were expressed by the 
participants. 
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Chapter Six Conclusion 
This final chapter of the thesis starts by addressing the four research questions 
posed in Chapter 1. This is followed by discussions of the implications and the 
limitations of the present study. Finally, this chapter ends with some proposals for future 
research. 
6.1 Addressing the Research Questions 
6.1.1 Addressing research question 1: Acceptability of the targeted features. 
To what extent do local undergraduates in Hong Kong accept local grammatical 
features of English? 
As discussed in Chapter 4, to a large extent, the local undergraduates participated 
in the present study did not show high acceptance to the 11 targeted grammatical features 
listed below: 
1. The lack of a necessary plural suffix —s for nouns 
2. Foregrounding of the subject 
3. The use of an invariant question tag "isn't it" 
4. The use of a redundant plural suffix - s for nouns 
5. The use of a redundant preposition 
6. The lack of a necessary person singular - s for verbs 
7. The lack of past tense verbs for past events 
8. Variable occurrence of a necessary preposition 
9. Variable occurrence of articles 
10. The lack of the copula-be 
11. The lack of the grammatical subject 
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As shown in Table 4.1 in section 4.1 (Chapter 4), with the exception of the first feature 
having received a close-to-neutral rating, all other targeted features were rated from 
slightly unacceptable to totally unacceptable in the acceptability survey. Participants' 
disapproval of the targeted features was further revealed in the interviews, in which the 
interviewees always associated the targeted features with errors. This showed that the 
participants in the present study to a large extent took standard English as the norm, and 
rejected anything that differed from it. In other words, the low acceptability of the 
targeted features was driven by the participants' exonormative attitude. 
Another possible interpretation of such low acceptability is that the participants 
failed to spot the non-standard targeted features. As shown in Table 4.3 in section 4.1 
(Chapter 4), among the participants who rated the features as acceptable in the survey, 
only 2.89% - 12.50% had written down the standard version of the sentence. 
Meanwhile, seven features had over 10% of the participants who accepted the sentences 
and wrote down the standard version of the sentence. This indicates that some 
participants were starting to accept the features even though they were aware that those 
features differed from the standard usage. This is also a good sign for the non-standard 
features to be recognised as local features, and for HKE to gradually develop as an 
autonomous variety. 
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Many participants also pointed out that the targeted features would be more 
acceptable if they appeared in computer-mediated communication (CMC) and 
face-to-face conversation. Figure 4.1 in section 4.2.4 has shown that 10.53% — 23.26% 
of the participants found the features acceptable in CMC, whereas 13.04% -34.54% of 
the participants accepted the features when they appeared in face-to-face conversation. 
This indicates that the participants were not exonormative in all contexts. It seems that 
HKE is more likely to be recognised as autonomous in CMC and oral communication. 
These two contexts provide potential areas for future research concerning the status of 
HKE. These findings also suggest that, although in the present study, the participants do 
not accept the targeted grammatical features, it is possible that in a different time and 
space, their acceptability to the features may change. 
6.1.2 Addressing research question 2: Factors affecting acceptability. 
What are the factors affecting their acceptability? 
The answer to this question was obtained from the interviews conducted with the 
10 interviewees. As discussed in section 4.2, the factors are grouped under five aspects. 
The first aspect is the intelligibility of the expression. When the interviewees 
perceived that the meaning of the sentence in the survey was complete, they would accept 
the presence of the targeted feature in the sentence. The interviewees also perceived that, 
in sentences which they considered long or complex, the presence of the targeted features 
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would make it more difficult for them to retrieve the complete meaning of the sentences. 
Thus, they would not accept the presence of the feature. Similarly, the targeted features 
were also thought to be impeding the meaning of the sentence when the idea expressed by 
the sentence was considered abstract or complicated. Thus, the targeted features 
appearing in this situation would not be accepted. 
The second aspect is the interviewees' past experience of learning English in 
school. The more instructions and teaching the interviewees had received from school 
concerning the standard usage of the grammar items, the more obvious and abominable 
they would consider the targeted features, and the less acceptable the features would be. 
The instructions from school also affected how the interviewees perceived the level of 
difficulty of the standard usage of a grammar item. The more advanced the interviewees 
thought the standard usage of a grammar item was, the more acceptable the non-standard 
feature of that grammar item would be. 
The third aspect is the interviewees' everyday exposure to English. When the 
standard usage of a feature was frequently encountered by the interviewees, they would 
not accept the feature. When the participants considered themselves not familiar with 
the standard usage of the targeted features, the features would be more acceptable. 
Lastly, the targeted features would not be accepted when the interviewees regarded the 
features to be distinctively Chinglish or “Hong Kong style", as the participants put it. 
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The fourth aspect of factors that affects acceptability is the contexts in which the 
targeted features appear. As mentioned in the previous subsection, the targeted features 
were more acceptable when they appeared in CMC and face-to-face conversation. This 
is because the interviewees perceived communication on MSN, SMS and Facebook to be 
very informal. Thus, they did not pay much attention to maintaining the standard usage 
of English, but to maintaining intelligibility and the progress of the conversation. The 
targeted features were more acceptable in face-to-face conversation not only because they 
tended to be less noticeable in conversation due to its ephemeral nature, but also because 
the interviewees empathised with the speakers who had to plan their utterance in a limited 
time. 
The last aspect is the perceived competence and social status of the users of the 
features. When the interviewees believed that the person who produced the targeted 
features did have the ability to produce the standard form of the features, the presence of 
the features would be accepted. In addition, when the interviewees perceived the 
speakers to be of a low social status, they would also accept the presence of the targeted 
features. However, if the interviewees considered the speaker to be of a high social 
status, they would not accept the production of the targeted features. 
The findings reveal that in daily usage, the grammaticality of the non-standard 
features is not the only reason that affects acceptability. More importantly, these factors 
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are not mutually exclusive; multiple factors often work simultaneously to drive people's 
reaction to the non-standard features. 
6.1.3 Addressing research question 3: Features or errors? 
To what extent do they accept the features as features of HKE and not common 
errors among local Hong Kong people? 
None of the 10 interviewees acknowledged the targeted features as features of 
HKE. Indeed, most of the interviewees rejected the idea that HKE should be an 
autonomous variety. As discussed in section 5.4.1 (Chapter 5), the interviewees tended 
to think that the only way to use English was to conform to what they would refer to as 
standard English. Anything that differed from the norm of standard English was 
regarded as wrong. As the interviewees reckoned that the targeted grammatical features 
were ungrammatical, although they could accept the existence of the features, they did not 
agree that the targeted features should be legitimised as features of a variety of English, 
for instance, HKE. 
The interviewees also stressed that, unlike English speakers from other places, 
who would intentionally produce some non-standard features to mark their identity, 
English speakers in Hong Kong did not have the intention to produce the targeted 
grammatical features. They believed that the targeted features were produced because 
the speakers lacked the ability to conform to standard English at the moment of producing 
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the sentences. Therefore, the presence of the targeted features was considered random, 
but not intentional, in nature. In addition, the interviewees also believed that the 
production of the targeted features varied among English speakers of various levels of 
English proficiency. As not every English speaker in Hong Kong would produce the 
targeted features, these features were perceived to be not representative to the local Hong 
Kong people. Thus, the targeted features were not eligible to be recognised as features 
of HKE. 
Many of the interviewees also perceived that people from Hong Kong were not 
owners of English, therefore could not authorise the targeted features as features of HKE. 
They believed that the English language belonged to the native speakers, who had the 
right to decide what was and what was not acceptable in English. As local Hong Kong 
people were not native speakers of English, the interviewees thought that local Hong 
Kong people had no right to "change" the language. In addition, it was also pointed out 
that there was very limited use of English in everyday communication in Hong Kong. 
Hence, it was unconvincing to say that people in Hong Kong owned English or had the 
needs to establish a set of features that was specific to Hong Kong. 
The last reason to argue against the acceptance of the targeted features as features 
of HKE is related to education issue. Many interviewees considered that legitimising 
the targeted features would present an unhealthy scene to the learning of English in Hong 
1 6 4 
Kong. In particular, concerns were expressed over the possible reduced motivation for 
learning standard English if HKE was widely accepted by the community. Therefore, for 
the sake of maintaining the level of proficiency of English in Hong Kong, the targeted 
features should not be recognised as the features of HKE. 
In short, although some participants accepted the existence of the targeted features 
in face-to-face conversation, there is still a long way for the participants to recognise the 
targeted features as features of HKE. This is a big hindrance for HKE to become 
autonomous. 
6.1.4 Addressing research question 4: Perceived status of HKE. 
In what stage is HKE in becoming an autonomous variety? 
As discussed in Chapter 5, the present study confirms Schneider's (2003) 
observation that HKE is in the third stage, Nativisation, of his dynamic model of 
post-colonial English with traces of the second stage, Exonormative Stabilisation. 
To move from the second stage, Exonormative Stabilisation, to the third stage, 
Nativisation, there needs to be a decrease in the exonormative attitude in the society. 
That means, there should be a decrease in emphasising the external norm as the reference. 
Meanwhile, to move from the third stage to the fourth stage, Endonormative Stabilisation, 
there needs to be an increase in the endonormative attitude in the society. In other words, 
there should be an increase in the acceptance of the local norms. 
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In the present study, the interviewees demonstrated a much exonormative attitude. 
For instance, as discussed in section 5.2.1, over half of the interviewees had a preference 
for standard native varieties of English. The standard native varieties of English were 
seen to be prestigious, thus, contributing positively to the speakers' public image. 
Meanwhile, the local variety was stigmatised, and believed to adversely affect the 
speakers' public image. Indeed, the fact that the interviewees expected people of high 
social status to be proficient in standard English, but accepted people of low social status 
to be not proficient in standard English, as discussed in section 4.2.5.2, also demonstrates 
that they saw HKE as inferior to standard English. This gives evidence to show that the 
interviewees were more exonormative than endonormative. 
In fact, the way the interviewees thought that local Hong Kong people did not 
possess ownership over English, as discussed in the previous chapter, also shows that the 
interviewees were not ready to accept that they could treat the local features as the norm, 
and the existence of a local variety. Hence, the findings from the present study conform 
to the previous studies (see Chapter 2) that local Hong Kong people do not have 
affiliation towards the local English features. It can thus be tentatively concluded that 
HKE is far from reaching the fourth stage of Schneider's model. 
6.2 Implications 
As revealed by the data of the present study, a positive attitude towards HKE was 
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lacking among the participants, and perhaps the majority of the educated public in Hong 
Kong. To promote a positive attitude towards HKE and different varieties of English in 
general, local people in Hong Kong ought to be further exposed to different varieties of 
English. At the school level, more attention should be given to raising students' 
awareness of different varieties of English, in addition to the largely prescriptive approach 
to grammar teaching in the curriculum. 
6.2.1 Exposure to varieties of English. 
Being exposed to different varieties of English is crucial for local Hong Kong 
people to achieve a better understanding of the international intelligibility of HKE. As 
reported in section 5.2.1.1 (Chapter 5), a low level of international intelligibility was the 
reason given by many interviewees to explain their preference for standard native 
varieties of English. However, since many of these interviewees did not have frequent 
contact with English speakers who were not local Hong Kong people, the low level of 
international intelligibility was indeed a perceived one rather than an observation based 
on real-life experience. 
In fact, Smith and Nelson's (2006) study on the intelligibility of different varieties 
of English showed that native speakers of British and American English were not the 
most easily understood speakers among speakers of different varieties of English. For 
example, one interviewee in the present study, Priscil (see section 5.2.1.2 in Chapter 5), 
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experienced that knowledge of standard English was not essential for daily 
communication during her stay in the USA. Since then, she no longer held a particular 
preference for standard native varieties of English. Priscil was a good example 
demonstrating that the preference for English did change when people had experienced 
that the English containing non-standard features was indeed not as unintelligible as they 
had imagined. Therefore, if the participants of the present study had had considerable 
spoken and written interaction with speakers of different varieties of English, they could 
have decided their preference based on actual experience rather than their perception. 
Thus, they would have a more objective ground for their preference of English. 
In addition, having more exposure to other varieties of English also enables local 
Hong Kong people to be more aware of the distinct features of HKE. It has been shown 
in Chapter 5 that the participants of the present study were not much aware of the 
presence of the targeted grammatical features. In Sharma's (2005) study, it is found that 
contact with a variety of English from another region could help people become more 
conscious of the existence of the variants in their own region. By the same token, when 
local Hong Kong people can have more contact with other varieties of English, they can 
be more aware of the distinct features of HKE. 
At the school level, organising immersion programmes can help expose students 
to different varieties of English. Jackson (2004) observed that although students often 
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made comparisons between the host country and Hong Kong at the beginning of their 
sojourn, as time passed by, they became more open-minded and more appreciative to 
differences in culture. This is confirmed by Choe (see section 5.2.2.2 in Chapter 5) and 
Priscil (see section 5.2.1.2 in Chapter 5) in the present study, who showed that they were 
more aware of the differences in language after their sojourns abroad. In classrooms, 
Jenkins (2006) suggested that teachers can introduce students to different varieties of 
English to the students. Discussions can be held for more proficient learners on topics 
like the spread of English and the development of diverse standards for English (Jenkins, 
2006). All these can help raise students' language awareness. 
6.2.2 The teaching of grammar in school. 
According to the discussion in the above sub-section, a school curriculum that 
moves beyond the teaching of prescriptive grammar to the descriptive level may enhance 
the acceptability of HKE as an autonomous variety. Bolton (2005) evaluated that in 
Asian societies such as Hong Kong, "the maintenance of traditional target norms of 
English... contribute [s] to the stigmatisation of local language users, creating ‘cultures of 
complaint’ rather than ‘cultures of confidence'" (p.78, quotations original). This is 
confirmed by the interviewees in the present study, who despised the targeted 
grammatical features because they were considered "wrong" comparing to what they 
were taught in school. Rodriguez-Gil (2003) further explained that in prescriptive 
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grammar, it is believed that a language does not change; and no variation is allowed, for a 
language only admits one type of correct usage (p. 186). As shown in Chapters 4 and 5, 
the interviewees were much affected by what they experienced in school as students. 
Therefore, with the adoption of a prescriptive grammar approach in the traditional school 
curriculum, the interviewees tended to treat standard English as the norm, and regarded 
the grammatical features that varied from this norm as errors. 
In the field of World Englishes, as mentioned in section 2.1.2 (Chapter 2), various 
language features across different varieties of English are recognised. However, if 
people are taught to accept only one standard in English, apparently it will be difficult for 
them to receive features that differ from the norm non-j udgmentally. Therefore, the 
education system can put in more resources on descriptive grammar, which does not 
establish what is correct or incorrect, but portrays how exactly language is used in 
authentic contexts, without personal judgement and prejudices (Rodriguez-Gil, 2003, 
p. 185). When people can be more aware of how the language is used in reality, but not 
focus only on learning the ideal standard norm, it will be easier for them to accept 
variations in the language. This may reduce the social prestige that is traditionally tied 
to the standard features and the social stigma tied to the non-standard features. 
Indeed, Y. Kachru (2005) has noted that "awareness of differences resolves many 
issues of prejudice and resistance to variety and myths about standards and ownership of 
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the language" (p. 166). As shown in this thesis, a number of interviewees rejected HKE 
to be autonomous because they thought local Hong Kong people did not own English. 
Through an increased contact with other varieties of English, people in Hong Kong may 
become more open-minded and may, thus, be more willing to claim ownership of English. 
Li (2007) also proposed that employing non-native speakers from different LI 
backgrounds as English teachers can enhance students' awareness of the existence of 
different varieties of English, and that these varieties are no less valuable than the 
standard native varieties that are usually taught in school (p. 15). 
Schools can also consider including style shifting in its language education. 
Style shifting refers to the "variation within the speech of a single speaker," often relates 
to factors such as audience and degree of formality (Wolfram & Schilling-Estes, 2006). 
As shown in section 5.3.3.1 (Chapter 5), eight participants did not agree that Hong Kong 
should develop its own variety of English for they believed that this would hinder the 
learning and the use of standard English. Introducing style shifting to students helps 
them understand that the acquisition and the use of a local variety of English does not 
necessarily deprive their ability to use a standard variety. On the contrary, competence 
in both the local and standard varieties of English enables them to have a richer repertoire 
for situational switching when facing different audience and in different settings and 
locations. For instance, both the local and standard varieties of English were equally 
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valued by the Singaporean students in Tan and Tan's (2008) study (see section 2.6.1 in 
Chapter 2) because the students were aware of their different code choices with distinct 
audience and settings. 
In addition, a more reflexive approach can be adopted in the English learning 
curriculum. Without any training in sociolinguistics and World Englishes, all of the 
interviewees were able to articulate the acceptability of the targeted features and HKE as 
an autonomous variety, by reflecting upon their experience of communicating in English 
and their use of Cantonese. Indeed, during the interviews, many interviewees expressed 
that they found the questions very interesting as they had never thought about the issues 
that non-native varieties of English could gain an autonomous status, and features that 
differed from standard English could be called features but not errors. Regardless of 
their responses for the interview questions, all of the interviewees found the interviews 
inspiring - they have discovered more about their attitude to language and leamt about 
World Englishes. Therefore, rather than only focusing on teaching standard English, the 
school curriculum can give resources to introducing World Englishes to students, and 
allow them space to reflect upon the issues. 
Jenkins (2006) believed that a pluricentric approach of teaching English enables 
students to reflect their sociolinguistic reality. As mentioned in section 6.2.1, Jenkins 
proposed showing students different varieties of English and holding discussions in class. 
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Jenkins (2006) believed that this kind of exposure may "encourage learners' confidence in 
their own English varieties, and in turn reduce the linguistic capital that many learners 
still believe native-like English to possess" (p. 174). Likewise, a reflexive approach may 
enable students in Hong Kong to have a more positive evaluation towards HKE as an 
autonomous variety 
6.3 Limitations 
6.3.1 English proficiency of the participants. 
Although the participants in the present study had had received no training in 
linguistics, they showed high awareness to the development of the English language. 
For example, Ernest (in section 5.2.2.2 in Chapter 5) was aware of the evolution of 
language; Donald (in section 5.3.2.1 in Chapter 5) pointed out the inevitability of Hong 
Kong to develop its own variety of English; and Priscil (in section 5.4.2 in Chapter 5) 
noticed speakers of other varieties of English used their distinct English features as 
identity markers. The participants were shown to be highly proficient in English 
throughout this study. Thus, unlike secondary school students or working adults, the 
opinions from these participants may be representative to the educated public in Hong 
Kong rather than the general public. 
6.3.2 The modes and styles of English under investigation. 
The present study was not able to explore the different levels of acceptability of 
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HKE in different modes and styles of language. Although the findings revealed that the 
participants tended to accept the non-standard features more easily when they appeared in 
face-to-face conversation and CMC (see Chapter 4), the present study did not delve into 
the potential difference of acceptability between speech and writing. Some participants, 
as presented in Chapter 4, mentioned that they relied on hearing in speech and they relied 
on reading in writing, and this difference caused them to give a higher level of acceptance 
to non-standard features appearing in speech. While it is not the aim of the present study 
to make in-depth investigations on why and how people accept the non-standard features 
differently in speech and writing, modes of language may be taken as a variable in future 
research. 
In addition, the present study did not examine the potential difference of 
acceptability in different kinds of speech and writing. Differences in formality may 
affect how people receive the non-standard features. Yet, the participants in the present 
study mainly referred to casual chat and CMC, which are examples of informal speech 
and informal writing respectively, when explaining their ratings of acceptability. It is 
noted that in CMC, there is a mixture of both spoken and written features (Squires, 2010). 
But CMC is regarded as a kind of writing here because of its visual representation. 
6.3.3 The methodological design. 
Another limitation of the present study is the lack of ethnographic case studies to 
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map people's perceptions with their personal background. Some participants who had 
participated in exchange programmes or had communicated with English speakers of 
various origins did demonstrate a more open mind to different varieties of English than 
other participants did. However, exactly what happened that had contributed to the 
participants' perception was not explored in detail. Even for the participants who had 
not gone on exchange, how their personal experiences had influenced their perception of 
HKE was also worth studying, but this was again not explored in the present study. 
According to Schensul et al. (1999), "ethnography is critical to describing and monitoring 
the process of change," it can describe “the intervention process and its effects on 
individual and environmental factors" (p.44-45). Although the participants already 
provided rather detailed empirical data during the semi-structured interviews for the 
purpose of the present research, to gain a better understanding about how people's 
background shapes their perception, ethnographic case studies are needed in future 
research. 
The present study can further be enriched by conducting interviews in both 
Cantonese and English. Currently, the interviews were conducted in Cantonese, which 
is the interviewees' first language, to facilitate the interviewees to give more precise 
responses concerning the research topic, as explained in section 3.4.2.1 (Chapter 3), and 
to shorten the distance between them and me. However, it is noted that people's 
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metalinguistic comments are not totally reliable because people's "self-reported language 
attitudes" may not correspond to their actual language use (Sharma, 2005, p.213). What 
the interviewees expressed about HKE may not be consistent with their own English 
production. Hence, by conducting part of the interviews in English, authentic speech 
samples from the interviewees can be collected, and comparison between the 
interviewees' perceptions and their actual production can be made. 
6.4 Directions for Further Studies 
6.4.1 Computer-mediated communication (CMC) and HKE. 
CMC emerged as a theme during the interviews. As mentioned, the present 
study found that the participants were more open-minded towards accepting features that 
differed from standard English when these features appeared in CMC. Section 4.2.4.1 
(Chapter 4) has discussed that, the interviewees mainly used CMC to communicate with 
their close friends. This informal use of English enabled the interviewees to focus more 
on the intelligibility of their production, the flow of the conversation, and converging to 
the speech of their interlocutors, rather than the need to conform to standard English, as 
advocated in school. This suggests that the interviewees' attitude towards the use of 
English for CMC differed from that for offline contexts. 
Indeed, while the interviewees in the present study mostly regarded the targeted 
features as results of carelessness, Tarn (2007), who analysed HKE in blogging, found 
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that some features in her study were results of deliberate effort. Tarn (2007) focused on 
some grammatical features that are common in HKE and in CMC in Hong Kong, such as 
Romanised Cantonese, end of sentence particles, and various types of topicalisation. 
She concluded that some features might not be "unconscious performance errors" but 
"language properties owned by Hong Kong people to facilitate communication" (p.74). 
In addition, Li (2010) also commented that, given the internet is so overwhelming to 
people's life now, it has also become a "means of legitimation" — that "if an English usage 
is attested by a large enough number of users on the internet... it is difficult to insist that 
it is an error" (p.628). Therefore, to further explore the acceptability of the features of 
HKE and HKE as an autonomous variety, features appearing in CMC among local Hong 
Kong people, and people's attitude towards them should be pursued extensively in future 
studies. 
6.4.2 Linguistic identity of local Hong Kong people. 
Further studies can also look into the linguistic identity of the local Hong Kong 
people. Schneider (2003) stated that identity is the major factor affecting linguistic 
varieties (p.271). As described in his model, whether the local people can identify 
themselves with the local features determines if a post-colonial variety of English can step 
into the fourth stage, Endonormative stabilisation. Therefore, how local Hong Kong 
people view their relation with English is crucial for HKE to become autonomous. Tsui 
1 7 7 
(2007) commented that both Cantonese and English "have become linguistic habitus of 
Hong Kong people and a marker of identity of Hong Kong" (p. 131 )• However, as 
illustrated in the present study, many interviewees believed local Hong Kong people do 
not possess ownership of English. Therefore, there is a pressing need for understanding 
how local Hong Kong people use English as an identity marker while believing they do 
not have a legitimate ownership over English. 
Tsang and Wong (2004) found that code-switching between Cantonese and 
English is used as an identity marker in Hong Kong. Therefore, another important 
future research direction is to explore the ways in which local Hong Kong people identify 
themselves with code-switching but not using only English. Probing into the issues 
about the ownership of English and how people think the use of English can represent 
themselves will contribute to the discussion of HKE in becoming an autonomous variety. 
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Appendix II - Interview Protocol 
The following questions were used in the interviewees. Sections three to five are 
adopted and modified from Crismore et al. (1996), He & Li (2009), Ng (2005), and 
Trudgill (1974). Different follow up questions were posed to the interviewees 
depending on their responses. All questions were translated to and asked in Cantonese. 
I. Ratings given in the Acceptability Survey 
1. Why do you (not) accept this sentence? 
2. Do you understand this sentence? 
3. Why do you find this sentence more (un)acceptable than the other sentences? 
4. Why do you accept this sentence when you can understand its meaning, but not 
accept the other sentence when you can also understand its meaning? 
5. What is it that make you think this part of the sentence is so uncomfortable to your 
eyes or ears? 
6. Does the length of the sentence affect your acceptance of the sentence? 
7. Is there a difference in acceptance when the verb is a regular verb and when the verb 
is a irregular verb? 
8. Is there a difference in acceptance when the prepositional phrase is frequently used 
by you and the others and when the phrase is not frequently used? 
9. Is there a difference in acceptance when this sentence is produced by different 
people? 
II. Contexts in which the presence of the targeted features are more acceptable 
1. Are there any contexts in which you think sentences with this type of feature are 
acceptable? 
2. Why do you think this sentence is acceptable in MSN/ SMS/ Facebook/ 
face-to-face-oral communication? 
3. How do you feel when you see/hear this on MSN/ SMS/ Facebook/ face-to-face-oral 
communication? 
4. Why do you think sentences with this type of feature are not acceptable in any 
contexts? 
III. Participants' past experience of using English 
1. Is there anything you do not like about the way you produce English? 
2. Have you ever tried anything about it? 
3. Have there been any moments or occasions that made you proud of your English? 
4. I lave you ever been embarrassed by your English? 
5. I las anybody ever laughed at or criticiscd your English? 
1 9 2 
6. Have you ever been discriminated against because of the English you spoke/used? 
7. How do you feel about the English produced by the local people from Hong Kong? 
8. Do you think local people from Hong Kong produce differently from people of other 
places? If so, how? 
9. What in particular do you (not) like about the English produced by local Hong Kong 
people? 
IV. Perceived intelligibility and the social prestige and stigma of the targeted features 
and different varieties of English 
1. Do you think if we want to be understood internationally, we have to use standard 
English, for example, standard British or standard American English spoken by 
newsreaders and reporters? 
2. Do you think foreigners (including both native and non-native speakers) will not 
understand us if we talk to them in a kind of English full of these features? 
3. Do you think standard English, for example, the English used by newsreader and 
reporters, is how English should be used? 
4. Do you think those who do not speak and write standard English should attend class 
to leam it or so something to improve it? 
5. Do you think if we do not use standard English, people (including both from and 
outside Hong Kong) will think we are uneducated? 
6. Do you think we will be less respected by others (including both from and outside 
Hong Kong) if we produce a kind of English with these features? 
V. Perception about HKE as an autonomous variety 
1. Which one do you think is more important in communication within Hong Kong, 
intelligibility or accuracy in grammar? How about fluency and accuracy in 
grammar? 
2. How about in communication with other people who are not local Hong Kong 
people? 
3. Do you think, like “Indian English" or "Singaporean English,,, Hong Kong should 
have its own variety of English? Why? 
4. Do you think Hong Kong is having its own variety of English now? Why? 
5. Do you think Hong Kong will have its own variety of English? Why? 
6. What do you think about these features? What do you think if we categorised them 
as features of the English produced by local people from Hong Kong, and not 
common errors made by local people from Hong Kong? 
Do you have any other comments that you would like to share or supplement? 
'I hank you very much for sharing your thoughts and views with mc. 
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